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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF NEVADA

Case No: 2:24-¢cv-00334

DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S
FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL
RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFE’S
FIRST REQUEST FOR
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS

(UPDATED PORTIONS IN BOLD)

TO: CHRISTOPHER M. PETERSON, Nevada Bar No. 13932
TATIANA R. SMITH, Nevada Bar No. 16627
AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION OF NEVADA; and

MARGARET A. MCLETCHIE, Nevada Bar No. 10931
LEO S. WOLPERT, Nevada Bar No. 12658
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COMES NOW, Defendant CLARK COUNTY (hereinafter “Defendant”), through its
attorney STEVEN B. WOLFSON, District Attorney, and by JOEL K. BROWNING, Deputy
District Attorney, and JEFFREY S. ROGAN, Deputy District Attorney, and hereby
supplements its responses to and objects to PLAINTIFF’S FIRST REQUEST FOR
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS, pursuant to the requirements of NRCP 34, as follows:
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 1:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO LVMPD Event #
LLV240200044159.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 1:

Objection. The instant Interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. The instant Interrogatory is further objectionable because it
is unduly burdensome, overly broad, and not proportional to the needs of the case. Defendant
further objects to the instant Interrogatory because it is not the custodian of records for
LVMPD records, which are equally available to both parties. Without waiving the foregoing
objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as follows:

Clark County has no records responsive to this request in its possession.

On or around December 19, 2024, the parties conducted a meet and confer
wherein Plaintiffs’ counsel inquired after case files held by the District Attorney’s Office
for the above-referenced citation. Counsel for Defendants explained that while the Public
Defender’s Office, the District Attorney’s Office, and the Clark County Justice Courts
are nominally funded by Clark County, they are separate branches of government led
by elected and/or appointed officials who independently determine their own respective
document retention and disclosure policies. Counsel for Defendants represented that
there is a firewall in place between the Civil Division, which represents Clark County in
this action, and the Criminal Division, which would be responsible for prosecuting cases
on behalf of the State of Nevada, and that the Civil Division did not have access to the
requested case files. Defendants further represented that requests to these entities

directly would likely be the most productive method for obtaining the records sought,
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but indicated that it believed requests to the Public Defender’s Office or District
Attorney’s Office would likely run into attorney-client privilege/work product doctrine
objections for the respective case files and that subpoenas to the Justice Court or
LVMPD would be most likely to result in the production of the sought after documents
as they were the custodian of records for citations and misdemeanor dockets.

The foregoing notwithstanding, in attempt to work towards a resolution of this
discovery dispute in good faith, Defendant’s counsel represented to Plaintiffs’ counsel
that they would attempt to obtain a list of all citations and/or cases associated with CCC
16.13.030 to date to better facilitate Plaintiffs’ discovery and sent requests to the Clark
County District Attorney’s Office — Criminal Division and the Las Vegas Township
Justice Court in an attempt to obtain the same.

A response from Clark County District Attorney’s Office — Criminal Division is
still pending, and any documents obtained in response to Clark County’s request will be
disclosed upon receipt. The request to Las Vegas Township Justice Court resulted in a
list of all citations and cases associated with Nevada Offense Code (“NOC”) 66203 for
CCC 16.13.030 (redacted as to personally identifying information/criminal history
information).

See 66203 NOC Code for CCC 16.13.030, disclosed as CC 3911 to CC 3912, and
Justice Court Case Search for 66203 NOC Code (Redacted as to Private Personal
Information of Non-Parties), disclosed as CC 3913 to CC 3930, in Clark County’s Fourth
Supplemental Disclosure and Production of Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Defendant reserves the right to supplement this answer as additional information comes
to light in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 2:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO LVMPD Event #
LLV240200048290.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 2:
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Objection. The instant Interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. The instant Interrogatory is further objectionable because it
is unduly burdensome, overly broad, and not proportional to the needs of the case. Defendant
further objects to the instant Interrogatory because it is not the custodian of records for
LVMPD records, which are equally available to both parties. Without waiving the foregoing
objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as follows:

Clark County has no records responsive to this request in its possession.

See Response to Request No. 1.

Defendant reserves the right to supplement this answer as additional information comes
to light in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 3:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO LVMPD Event #
LLV240200067320.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 3:

Objection. The instant Interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. The instant Interrogatory is further objectionable because it
is unduly burdensome, overly broad, and not proportional to the needs of the case. Defendant
further objects to the instant Interrogatory because it is not the custodian of records for
LVMPD records, which are equally available to both parties. Without waiving the foregoing
objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as follows:

Clark County has no records responsive to this request in its possession.

See Response to Request No. 1.

Defendant reserves the right to supplement this answer as additional information comes
to light in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 4:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO LVMPD Event #
LLV240200081576.
11/
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 4:

Objection. The instant Interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. The instant Interrogatory is further objectionable because it
is unduly burdensome, overly broad, and not proportional to the needs of the case. Defendant
further objects to the instant Interrogatory because it is not the custodian of records for
LVMPD records, which are equally available to both parties. Without waiving the foregoing
objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as follows:

Clark County has no records responsive to this request in its possession.

See Response to Request No. 1.

Defendant reserves the right to supplement this answer as additional information comes
to light in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. §:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO LVMPD Event #
LLV240200089635.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. S:

Objection. The instant Interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. The instant Interrogatory is further objectionable because it
is unduly burdensome, overly broad, and not proportional to the needs of the case. Defendant
further objects to the instant Interrogatory because it is not the custodian of records for
LVMPD records, which are equally available to both parties. Without waiving the foregoing
objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as follows:

Clark County has no records responsive to this request in its possession.

See Response to Request No. 1.

Defendant reserves the right to supplement this answer as additional information comes
to light in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 6:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO LVMPD Event #
LLV240200104919.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 6:

Objection. The instant Interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. The instant Interrogatory is further objectionable because it
is unduly burdensome, overly broad, and not proportional to the needs of the case. Defendant
further objects to the instant Interrogatory because it is not the custodian of records for
LVMPD records, which are equally available to both parties. Without waiving the foregoing
objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as follows:

Clark County has no records responsive to this request in its possession.

See Response to Request No. 1.

Defendant reserves the right to supplement this answer as additional information comes
to light in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 7:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO LVMPD Event #
LLV240300004054.
RESPONSE REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 7:

Objection. The instant Interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. The instant Interrogatory is further objectionable because it
is unduly burdensome, overly broad, and not proportional to the needs of the case. Defendant
further objects to the instant Interrogatory because it is not the custodian of records for
LVMPD records, which are equally available to both parties. Without waiving the foregoing
objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as follows:

Clark County has no records responsive to this request in its possession.

See Response to Request No. 1.

Defendant reserves the right to supplement this answer as additional information comes
to light in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 8:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO LVMPD Event #
LLV240300018035.
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RESPONSE REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 8:

Objection. The instant Interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. The instant Interrogatory is further objectionable because it
is unduly burdensome, overly broad, and not proportional to the needs of the case. Defendant
further objects to the instant Interrogatory because it is not the custodian of records for
LVMPD records, which are equally available to both parties. Without waiving the foregoing
objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as follows:

Clark County has no records responsive to this request in its possession.

See Response to Request No. 1.

Defendant reserves the right to supplement this answer as additional information comes
to light in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 9:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO LVMPD Event #
LLV240300087607.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 9:

Objection. The instant Interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. The instant Interrogatory is further objectionable because it
is unduly burdensome, overly broad, and not proportional to the needs of the case. Defendant
further objects to the instant Interrogatory because it is not the custodian of records for
LVMPD records, which are equally available to both parties. Without waiving the foregoing
objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as follows:

Clark County has no records responsive to this request in its possession.

See Response to Request No. 1.

Defendant reserves the right to supplement this answer as additional information comes
to light in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODCTION NO. 10:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO LVMPD Event #
LLV240300104307.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 10:

Objection. The instant Interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. The instant Interrogatory is further objectionable because it
is unduly burdensome, overly broad, and not proportional to the needs of the case. Defendant
further objects to the instant Interrogatory because it is not the custodian of records for
LVMPD records, which are equally available to both parties. Without waiving the foregoing
objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as follows:

Clark County has no records responsive to this request in its possession.

See Response to Request No. 1.

Defendant reserves the right to supplement this answer as additional information comes
to light in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 11:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO LVMPD Event #
LLV240300116034.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO 11:

Objection. The instant Interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. The instant Interrogatory is further objectionable because it
is unduly burdensome, overly broad, and not proportional to the needs of the case. Defendant
further objects to the instant Interrogatory because it is not the custodian of records for
LVMPD records, which are equally available to both parties. Without waiving the foregoing
objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as follows:

Clark County has no records responsive to this request in its possession.

See Response to Request No. 1.

Defendant reserves the right to supplement this answer as additional information comes
to light in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 12:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO LVMPD Event #
LLV240400007574.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 12:

Objection. The instant Interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. The instant Interrogatory is further objectionable because it
is unduly burdensome, overly broad, and not proportional to the needs of the case. Defendant
further objects to the instant Interrogatory because it is not the custodian of records for
LVMPD records, which are equally available to both parties. Without waiving the foregoing
objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as follows:

Clark County has no records responsive to this request in its possession.

See Response to Request No. 1.

Defendant reserves the right to supplement this answer as additional information comes
to light in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 13:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO LVMPD Event #
LLV240400011750.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 13:

Objection. The instant Interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. The instant Interrogatory is further objectionable because it
is unduly burdensome, overly broad, and not proportional to the needs of the case. Defendant
further objects to the instant Interrogatory because it is not the custodian of records for
LVMPD records, which are equally available to both parties. Without waiving the foregoing
objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as follows:

Clark County has no records responsive to this request in its possession.

See Response to Request No. 1.

Defendant reserves the right to supplement this answer as additional information comes
to light in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 14:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO LVMPD Event #
LLV240400029988.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO.14:

Objection. The instant Interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. The instant Interrogatory is further objectionable because it
is unduly burdensome, overly broad, and not proportional to the needs of the case. Defendant
further objects to the instant Interrogatory because it is not the custodian of records for
LVMPD records, which are equally available to both parties. Without waiving the foregoing
objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as follows:

Clark County has no records responsive to this request in its possession.

See Response to Request No. 1.

Defendant reserves the right to supplement this answer as additional information comes
to light in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 15:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO LVMPD Event #
LLV240400047410.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 15:

Objection. The instant Interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. The instant Interrogatory is further objectionable because it
is unduly burdensome, overly broad, and not proportional to the needs of the case. Defendant
further objects to the instant Interrogatory because it is not the custodian of records for
LVMPD records, which are equally available to both parties. Without waiving the foregoing
objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as follows:

Clark County has no records responsive to this request in its possession.

See Response to Request No. 1.

Defendant reserves the right to supplement this answer as additional information comes
to light in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 16:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNITCATIONS RELATED TO the enforcement of

Clark County Code § 16.13.030 by ANY law enforcement agency, including but not limited
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to arrest reports, declarations of arrest, citations, or criminal complaints for any event not
referenced in REQUESTS NOS. 1- 15.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 16:

Objection. The instant Interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. The instant Interrogatory is further objectionable because it
is unduly burdensome, overly broad, and not proportional to the needs of the case. Defendant
further objects to the instant Interrogatory because it is not the custodian of records for
LVMPD records, which are equally available to both parties. Without waiving the foregoing
objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as follows:

Clark County has no records responsive to this request in its possession.

See Response to Request No. 1.

Defendant reserves the right to supplement this answer as additional information comes
to light in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 17:

ALL DOCUMENTS, including but not limited to declarations of arrest, arrest reports,
citations, criminal complaints, or video footage describing, describing or depicting alleged
criminal activity or other “disorder” as the term is used in Clark County Code 16.13.010
occurring on the PEDESTRIAN BRIDGES.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 17:

Objection. The instant Interrogatory is not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. The instant Interrogatory is further objectionable because it
is unduly burdensome, overly broad, and not proportional to the needs of the case. Defendant
further objects to the instant Interrogatory because it is not the custodian of records for
LVMPD records, which are equally available to both parties. Without waiving the foregoing
objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as follows:

Clark County has no records responsive to this request in its possession.

See Response to Request No. 1.
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Defendant reserves the right to supplement this answer as additional information comes
to light in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 18:

ALL DOCUMENTS RELATED TO Dr. William Sousa’s report Questions Related to
Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges, CC 132-139, including but not limited to any offers,
contracts, payments, drafts, or requests for information related to the report.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 18:

Objection. The instant request for “ALL DOCUMENTS” is overly broad and unduly
burdensome. The instant Request is also premature. All expert disclosures will be made in
accordance with Fed.R.Civ.P. 26(a)(2)(D). The instant request is further objectionable as Dr.
William Sousa was retained in anticipation of the subject litigation and to serve as Defendant
Clark County’s testifying expert witness in the same. Accordingly, many of the documents
related to Dr. Sousa’s report are protected as qualified attorney work product. See Fed.R.Civ.P.
26(b)(4)(C). Furthermore, as communications and documents exchanged between Dr. Sousa
and Clark County and its counsel were made to assist Clark County Commissioners and their
staff in making legislative recommendations and decisions and the disclosure of such
communications would discourage candid discussions within the County and undermine the
County’s ability to legislate, they are also protected from disclosure under deliberative process
and legislative privileges. Transgender L. Ctr. v. Immigr. & Customs Enf't, 46 F.4th 771, 783
(9th Cir. 2022). Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant
answers as follows:

See William H. Sousa Invoices and Agreement between Clark County and Dr. Sousa
for Public Safety and Disorder Analysis on Pedestrian Overpasses, disclosed as bates CC 1390
to CC 1396 and bates CC 1394 to CC 1404, respectively, in Defendant Clark County’s First
Supplemental Disclosure and Production of Documents Pet FRCP 26(a)(1); see also Certified
Copy of Documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024,
item number 38 with audio and video, disclosed in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S
INITIAL DISCLOSURE AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1) as
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bates CC 071 TO CC 126; redacted e-mail communications between Clark County and Dr.
William Sousa and the associated privilege log, disclosed in Defendant’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 146-CC 252; Unofficial Transcript of Board of County
Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item number 38, disclosed in Defendant’s First
Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC 1405-CC 1418; William H. Sousa Invoices, disclosed
as CC 1390 to CC 1396; Agreement Between Clark County and Dr. Sousa for Public Safety
and Disorder Analysis on Pedestrian Overpasses, disclosed as CC 1394 to CC 1404 in
DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE AND
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1)

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose
additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 19:

ALL COMMUNICATIONS to or from Dr. William Sousa.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 19:

Objection. The instant Request is premature. All expert disclosures will be made in
accordance with Fed.R.Civ.P. 26(a)(2)(D). The instant request is further objectionable as Dr.
William Sousa was retained in anticipation of the subject litigation and to serve as Defendant
Clark County’s testifying expert witness in the same. All communications between Dr. Sousa
and Defendant Clark County or its counsel, not subject to one of the identified exceptions, are
protected as qualified attorney work product. See Fed.R.Civ.P. 26(b)(4)(C). Furthermore, as
communications between Dr. Sousa and Clark County and its counsel were made to assist
Clark County Commissioners and its staff in making legislative decisions and the disclosure
of such communications would discourage candid discussions within the County and
undermine the County’s ability to legislate, they are also protected from disclosure under
deliberative process and legislative privileges. Transgender L. Ctr. v. Immigr. & Customs
Enf't, 46 F.4th 771, 783 (9th Cir. 2022). Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject

to the same, Defendant answers as follows:
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See redacted e-mail communications between Clark County and Dr. William Sousa and
the associated privilege log, disclosed in Defendant’s First Supplemental Disclosures as bates
CC 146-CC 252; see also William H. Sousa Invoices, disclosed as CC 1390 to CC 1396;
Agreement Between Clark County and Dr. Sousa for Public Safety and Disorder Analysis on
Pedestrian Overpasses, disclosed as CC 1394 to CC 1404 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE AND PRODUCTION OF
DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1)

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose
additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 20:

All DOCUMENTS RELATED TO pedestrian traffic in the RESORT CORRIDOR,
including but not limited to studies and reports on traffic congestion on the PEDESTRIAN
BRIDGES or the sidewalks located in the RESORT CORRIDOR.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 20:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome. The Request
is further objectionable as it vague and ambiguous as to time and to the terms: “reports” or
“studies.” Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant Clark
County responds as follows:

See Highway Capacity Manual, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First
Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC 253-CC 823; 1994 Las Vegas Boulevard South
Pedestrian Walkway Study, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 824-CC 973; 2012 Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas
Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed in Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 974-CC 1163; 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las
Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue Presentation Materials, disclosed as bates
CC 1164-CC 1206; 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard,
Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed as bates CC 1207-CC 1382; Letter dated December

4, 2023, from Nevada Resort Association to the Board of County Commissioners, disclosed
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in Defendant Clark County’s Initial Disclosures as bates CC 127-CC 131; Report titled:
Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges, disclosed in Defendant Clark
County’s Initial Disclosures as bates CC 132-CC 139; Amended Title 16 of the Clark County
Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.31, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s
Initial Disclosures as bates CC 140-CC 145; Certified copy of documentation regarding Board
of County Commissioners Meeting, May 3, 2022 item number 65 including video, disclosed
in Clark County’s First Supplemental Disclosures as CC 1428 to CC 1437; see also Certified
copy of minutes for Board of County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item number
65, disclosed as bates CC 3941 to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental
Disclosure and Production of Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose
additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 21:

ALL DOCUMENTS supporting or otherwise RELATED TO the claim that the
“foreseeable levels of demand [on pedestrian bridges] can vary significantly and unpredictably
regardless of day or time of day,” as stated in Clark County Code § 16.13.010.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 21:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome and
objectionable to the extent it calls for documents protected under the work product privilege
doctrine, deliberative process privilege, legislative immunity, or attorney client privilege. The
instant Request is further objectionable as it seeks documents demonstrating common sense
assertions and/or documents that are equally available to both parties. Defendant further
objects to the extent the instant Request calls for a legal conclusion. Without waiving the
foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as follows:

See Letter dated December 4, 2023, from Nevada Resort Association to the Board of
County Commissioners, disclosed as bates CC 127 to CC 131 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges,
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disclosed as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL
DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended
Title 16 of the Clark County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed
as CC 140 to CC 145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item
number 38 with audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Highway Capacity Manual, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First
Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC 253-CC 823; 1994 Las Vegas Boulevard South
Pedestrian Walkway Study, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 824-CC 973; 2012 Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas
Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed in Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 974-CC 1163; 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las
Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue Presentation Materials, disclosed as bates
CC 1164-CC 1206; and 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard,
Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed as bates CC 1207-CC 1382; Certified copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, May 3, 2022 item number
65 including video disclosed as bates CC 1428 to CC 1437 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF
DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); LVCVA Las Vegas Visitor Profile Study 2023, LVCVA
Matrix of Las Vegas Visitor Segments 2023, Excel Spreadsheet titled LVCVA Summary of
Monthly Tourism Indicators for Las Vegas for calendar Year 2023, and Excel Spreadsheet
titled LVCVA Summary of Monthly Tourism Indicators for Las Vegas for calendar Year
2024, disclosed as CC 1447 to CC 1499, CC 1500, CC 1501, and CC 1502, respectively, in
DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURES AND
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see also Certified copy of minutes

for Board of County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item number 65, disclosed as
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bates CC 3941 to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and
Production of Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).
Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose

additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 22:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS supporting or otherwise RELATED
TO the claim that “[s]topping on the pedestrian bridges creates conditions that can foment
disorder which, in turn, can lead to crime and serious safety issues,” as stated in Clark County
Code § 16.13.010.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 22:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome. The instant
Request is objectionable to the extent it calls for documents protected under the work product
privilege, deliberative process privilege, legislative privilege and immunity, or attorney client
privilege. The instant Request is further objectionable as it seeks documents that are equally
available to both parties. Defendant further objects to the extent the instant Request calls for a
legal conclusion. Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant
answers as follows:

See Letter dated December 4, 2023, from Nevada Resort Association to the Board of
County Commissioners, disclosed as bates CC 127 to CC 131 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges,
disclosed as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL
DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended
Title 16 of the Clark County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed
as CC 140 to CC 145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item

number 38 with audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK
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COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Highway Capacity Manual, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First
Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC 253-CC 823; 1994 Las Vegas Boulevard South
Pedestrian Walkway Study, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 824-CC 973; 2012 Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas
Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed in Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 974-CC 1163; 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las
Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue Presentation Materials, disclosed as bates
CC 1164-CC 1206; and 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard,
Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed as bates CC 1207-CC 1382; Certified copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, May 3, 2022 item number
65 including video, disclosed as bates CC 1428 to CC 1437 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF
DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see also Certified copy of minutes for Board of
County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941
to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and Production of
Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose
additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 23:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS supporting or otherwise RELATED
TO the claim that without Clark County Code § 16.13.030 “it would [] be too late for law
enforcement or other first responders to intervene, mitigate, render aid, rescue, or take other
actions necessary as a result of crime and other serious safety issues” on PEDESTRIAN
BRIDGES, as stated in Clark County Code § 16.13.010.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 23:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome. The instant

Request is objectionable to the extent it calls for documents protected under the work product
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privilege, deliberative process privilege, legislative immunity, or attorney client privilege. The
instant Request is further objectionable as it seeks documents that are equally available to both
parties. Defendant further objects to the extent the instant Request calls for a legal conclusion.
Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as
follows:

See Letter dated December 4, 2023, from Nevada Resort Association to the Board of
County Commissioners, disclosed as bates CC 127 to CC 131 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges,
disclosed as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL
DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended
Title 16 of the Clark County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed
as CC 140 to CC 145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item
number 38 with audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Highway Capacity Manual, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First
Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC 253-CC 823; 1994 Las Vegas Boulevard South
Pedestrian Walkway Study, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 824-CC 973; 2012 Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas
Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed in Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 974-CC 1163; 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las
Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue Presentation Materials, disclosed as bates
CC 1164-CC 1206; and 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard,
Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed as bates CC 1207-CC 1382; Certified copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, May 3, 2022 item number

65 including video, disclosed as bates CC 1428 to CC 1437 in DEFENDANT CLARK
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COUNTY’S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF
DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see also Certified copy of minutes for Board of
County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941
to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and Production of
Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose

additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 24:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS supporting or otherwise RELATED
TO the claim that “numerous incidents have occurred that underscore [DEFENDANT’s]
concerns,” as stated in Clark County Code § 16.13.010.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 24:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome. The instant
Request is objectionable to the extent it calls for documents protected under the work product
privilege, deliberative process privilege, legislative immunity, or attorney client privilege. The
instant Request is further objectionable as it seeks documents that are equally available to both
parties. Defendant further objects to the extent the instant Request calls for a legal conclusion.
Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as
follows:

See Letter dated December 4, 2023, from Nevada Resort Association to the Board of
County Commissioners, disclosed as bates CC 127 to CC 131 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges,
disclosed as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL
DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended
Title 16 of the Clark County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed
as CC 140 to CC 145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of
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documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item
number 38 with audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Highway Capacity Manual, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First
Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC 253-CC 823; 1994 Las Vegas Boulevard South
Pedestrian Walkway Study, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 824-CC 973; 2012 Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas
Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed in Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 974-CC 1163; 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las
Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue Presentation Materials, disclosed as bates
CC 1164-CC 1206; and 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard,
Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed as bates CC 1207-CC 1382; Certified copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, May 3, 2022 item number
65 including video, disclosed as bates CC 1428 to CC 1437 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF
DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see also Certified copy of minutes for Board of
County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941
to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and Production of
Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose
additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCITON NO. 25:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS supporting or otherwise RELATED
TO the claim that “the occurrence of threats and perceived threats [will] result in public panic
and immediate and unexpected demand on pedestrian bridges as in an event of flight by large
groups of people,” as stated in Clark County Code § 16.13.010.
/17
/17
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO 25:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome. The instant
Request is objectionable to the extent it calls for documents protected under the work product
privilege, deliberative process privilege, legislative immunity, or attorney client privilege. The
instant Request is further objectionable as it seeks documents that are equally available to both
parties. Defendant further objects to the extent the instant Request calls for a legal conclusion.
Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as
follows:

See Letter dated December 4, 2023, from Nevada Resort Association to the Board of
County Commissioners, disclosed as bates CC 127 to CC 131 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges,
disclosed as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL
DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended
Title 16 of the Clark County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed
as CC 140 to CC 145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item
number 38 with audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Highway Capacity Manual, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First
Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC 253-CC 823; 1994 Las Vegas Boulevard South
Pedestrian Walkway Study, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 824-CC 973; 2012 Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas
Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed in Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 974-CC 1163; 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las
Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue Presentation Materials, disclosed as bates

CC 1164-CC 1206; and 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard,
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Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed as bates CC 1207-CC 1382; Certified copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, May 3, 2022 item number
65 including video, disclosed as bates CC 1428 to CC 1437 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF
DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see also Certified copy of minutes for Board of
County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941
to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and Production of
Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose
additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 26:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS supporting or otherwise RELATED
TO the claim that there has been an “increased number and frequency of high-profile attacks
in places of public gatherings,” as stated in Clark County Code § 16.13.010.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTIN NO. 26:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome. The instant
Request is objectionable to the extent it calls for documents protected under the work product
privilege, deliberative process privilege, legislative immunity, or attorney client privilege. The
instant Request is further objectionable as it seeks documents that are equally available to both
parties. Defendant further objects to the extent the instant Request calls for a legal conclusion.
Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as
follows:

See Letter dated December 4, 2023, from Nevada Resort Association to the Board of
County Commissioners, disclosed as bates CC 127 to CC 131 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges,
disclosed as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL
DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended
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Title 16 of the Clark County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed
as CC 140 to CC 145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item
number 38 with audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Highway Capacity Manual, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First
Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC 253-CC 823; 1994 Las Vegas Boulevard South
Pedestrian Walkway Study, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 824-CC 973; 2012 Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas
Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed in Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 974-CC 1163; 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las
Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue Presentation Materials, disclosed as bates
CC 1164-CC 1206; and 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard,
Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed as bates CC 1207-CC 1382; Certified copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, May 3, 2022 item number
65 including video, disclosed as bates CC 1428 to CC 1437 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF
DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see also Certified copy of minutes for Board of
County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941
to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and Production of
Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose
additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 27:

ALL DOCUMENTS supporting or otherwise RELATED TO the claim that the
PEDESTRIAN BRIDGES were “created for the purpose of separating pedestrian traffic from
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vehicular traffic to facilitate pedestrians crossing in these locations,” as stated in Clark County
Code § 16.13.010.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 27:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome. The instant
Request is objectionable to the extent it calls for documents protected under the work product
privilege, deliberative process privilege, legislative immunity, or attorney client privilege. The
instant Request is further objectionable as it seeks documents that are equally available to both
parties. Defendant further objects to the extent the instant Request calls for a legal conclusion.
Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as
follows:

See Letter dated December 4, 2023, from Nevada Resort Association to the Board of
County Commissioners, disclosed as bates CC 127 to CC 131 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges,
disclosed as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL
DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended
Title 16 of the Clark County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed
as CC 140 to CC 145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item
number 38 with audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Highway Capacity Manual, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First
Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC 253-CC 823; 1994 Las Vegas Boulevard South
Pedestrian Walkway Study, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 824-CC 973; 2012 Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas
Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed in Clark County’s First Supplemental

Disclosures as bates CC 974-CC 1163; 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las
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Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue Presentation Materials, disclosed as bates
CC 1164-CC 1206; and 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard,
Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed as bates CC 1207-CC 1382; Certified copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, May 3, 2022 item number
65 including video, disclosed as bates CC 1428 to CC 1437 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF
DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see also Certified copy of minutes for Board of
County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941
to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and Production of
Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose
additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 28: ALL DOCUMENTS supporting or otherwise

RELATED TO the claim that “[t]he parameters for the pedestrian bridge design did not
include uses beyond pedestrian traffic crossing from one side to the other side,” as stated in
Clark County Code § 16.13.010.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 28:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome. The instant
Request is objectionable to the extent it calls for documents protected under the work product
privilege, deliberative process privilege, legislative immunity, or attorney client privilege. The
instant Request is further objectionable as it seeks documents that are equally available to both
parties. Defendant further objects to the extent the instant Request calls for a legal conclusion.
Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as
follows:

See Letter dated December 4, 2023, from Nevada Resort Association to the Board of
County Commissioners, disclosed as bates CC 127 to CC 131 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges,
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disclosed as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL
DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended
Title 16 of the Clark County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed
as CC 140 to CC 145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item
number 38 with audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Highway Capacity Manual, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First
Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC 253-CC 823; 1994 Las Vegas Boulevard South
Pedestrian Walkway Study, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 824-CC 973; 2012 Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas
Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed in Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 974-CC 1163; 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las
Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue Presentation Materials, disclosed as bates
CC 1164-CC 1206; and 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard,
Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed as bates CC 1207-CC 1382; Certified copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, May 3, 2022 item number
65 including video, disclosed as bates CC 1428 to CC 1437 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF
DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see also Certified copy of minutes for Board of
County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941
to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and Production of
Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1); Pedestrian Bridge Plans for Flamingo provided
by Clark County GIS, disclosed as CC 2516 to CC 2657, Pedestrian Bridge Plans for
Harmon provided by Clark County GIS, disclosed as CC 2658 to CC 2935, Pedestrian
Bridge Plans for Park provided by Clark County GIS, disclosed as CC 2936 to CC 3086,

Pedestrian Bridge Plans for Spring Mountain provided by Clark County GIS, disclosed
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as CC 3087 to 3281, and Pedestrian Bridge Plans for Tropicana provided by Clark
County GIS, disclosed as CC 3282 to CC 3910, disclosed in Clark County’s Third
Supplemental Disclosure and Production of Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose
additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 29:

ALL DOCUMENTS supporting or otherwise RELATED TO the claim that “[t]he
parameters [for pedestrian bridges] included that pedestrians would not stop, stand or
congregate other than for incidental and fleeting viewing of the Las Vegas Strip from the
pedestrian bridge,” as stated in Clark County Code § 16.13.010.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCITON NO. 29:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome. The instant
Request is objectionable to the extent it calls for documents protected under the work product
privilege, deliberative process privilege, legislative immunity, or attorney client privilege. The
instant Request is further objectionable as it seeks documents that are equally available to both
parties. Defendant further objects to the extent the instant Request calls for a legal conclusion.
Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as
follows:

See Letter dated December 4, 2023, from Nevada Resort Association to the Board of
County Commissioners, disclosed as bates CC 127 to CC 131 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges,
disclosed as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL
DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended
Title 16 of the Clark County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed
as CC 140 to CC 145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of

documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item
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number 38 with audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Highway Capacity Manual, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First
Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC 253-CC 823; 1994 Las Vegas Boulevard South
Pedestrian Walkway Study, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 824-CC 973; 2012 Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas
Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed in Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 974-CC 1163; 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las
Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue Presentation Materials, disclosed as bates
CC 1164-CC 1206; and 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard,
Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed as bates CC 1207-CC 1382; Certified copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, May 3, 2022 item number
65 including video, disclosed as bates CC 1428 to CC 1437 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF
DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see also Certified copy of minutes for Board of
County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941
to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and Production of
Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1); Pedestrian Bridge Plans for Flamingo provided
by Clark County GIS, disclosed as CC 2516 to CC 2657, Pedestrian Bridge Plans for
Harmon provided by Clark County GIS, disclosed as CC 2658 to CC 2935, Pedestrian
Bridge Plans for Park provided by Clark County GIS, disclosed as CC 2936 to CC 3086,
Pedestrian Bridge Plans for Spring Mountain provided by Clark County GIS, disclosed
as CC 3087 to 3281, and Pedestrian Bridge Plans for Tropicana provided by Clark
County GIS, disclosed as CC 3282 to CC 3910, disclosed in Clark County’s Third
Supplemental Disclosure and Production of Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).
Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose

additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

/17
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 30:

ALL DOCUMENTS supporting or otherwise RELATED TO the claim that “[f]or
pedestrians to be able to stop, stand or congregate for any other reason, the pedestrian bridges
would have been designed differently to account for such uses,” as stated in Clark County
Code § 16.13.010.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 30:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome. The instant
Request is objectionable to the extent it calls for documents protected under the work product
privilege, deliberative process privilege, legislative immunity, or attorney client privilege. The
instant Request is further objectionable as it seeks documents that are equally available to both
parties. Defendant further objects to the extent the instant Request calls for a legal conclusion.
Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as
follows:

See Letter dated December 4, 2023, from Nevada Resort Association to the Board of
County Commissioners, disclosed as bates CC 127 to CC 131 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges,
disclosed as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL
DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended
Title 16 of the Clark County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed
as CC 140 to CC 145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item
number 38 with audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Highway Capacity Manual, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First
Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC 253-CC 823; 1994 Las Vegas Boulevard South

Pedestrian Walkway Study, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First Supplemental
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Disclosures as bates CC 824-CC 973; 2012 Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas
Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed in Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 974-CC 1163; 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las
Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue Presentation Materials, disclosed as bates
CC 1164-CC 1206; and 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard,
Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed as bates CC 1207-CC 1382; Certified copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, May 3, 2022 item number
65 including video, disclosed as bates CC 1428 to CC 1437 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF
DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see also Certified copy of minutes for Board of
County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941
to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and Production of
Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1); Pedestrian Bridge Plans for Flamingo provided
by Clark County GIS, disclosed as CC 2516 to CC 2657, Pedestrian Bridge Plans for
Harmon provided by Clark County GIS, disclosed as CC 2658 to CC 2935, Pedestrian
Bridge Plans for Park provided by Clark County GIS, disclosed as CC 2936 to CC 3086,
Pedestrian Bridge Plans for Spring Mountain provided by Clark County GIS, disclosed
as CC 3087 to 3281, and Pedestrian Bridge Plans for Tropicana provided by Clark
County GIS, disclosed as CC 3282 to CC 3910, disclosed in Clark County’s Third
Supplemental Disclosure and Production of Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose
additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 31:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS supporting or otherwise RELATED
TO the claim that “calls for law enforcement services on the Las Vegas Strip increased twenty-
nine percent” from 2018 to 2022, as stated in Clark County Code § 16.13.010.
/17
/17
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 31:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome. The instant
Request is objectionable to the extent it calls for documents protected under the work product
privilege, deliberative process privilege, legislative immunity, or attorney client privilege. The
instant Request is further objectionable as it seeks documents that are equally available to both
parties. Defendant further objects to the extent the instant Request calls for a legal conclusion.
Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as
follows:

See Letter dated December 4, 2023, from Nevada Resort Association to the Board of
County Commissioners, disclosed as bates CC 127 to CC 131 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges,
disclosed as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL
DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended
Title 16 of the Clark County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed
as CC 140 to CC 145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item
number 38 with audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified copy of documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners
Meeting, May 3, 2022 item number 65 including video, disclosed as bates CC 1428 to CC
1437 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see also Certified copy of
minutes for Board of County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item number 65,
disclosed as bates CC 3941 to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental

Disclosure and Production of Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).
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Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose
additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 32:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS supporting or otherwise RELATED
TO the claim that “service calls for disorderly offenses increased twenty-three percent” from
2018 to 2022, as stated in Clark County Code § 16.13.010.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO 32:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome. The instant
Request is objectionable to the extent it calls for documents protected under the work product
privilege, deliberative process privilege, legislative immunity, or attorney client privilege. The
instant Request is further objectionable as it seeks documents that are equally available to both
parties. Defendant further objects to the extent the instant Request calls for a legal conclusion.
Defendant further objects that the instant Request is premature and calls for expert opinion.
Defendant Clark County is not the custodian of record for calls for service. Without waiving
the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as follows:

See Letter dated December 4, 2023, from Nevada Resort Association to the Board of
County Commissioners, disclosed as bates CC 127 to CC 131 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges,
disclosed as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL
DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended
Title 16 of the Clark County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed
as CC 140 to CC 145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item
number 38 with audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Highway Capacity Manual, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First
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Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC 253-CC 823; 1994 Las Vegas Boulevard South
Pedestrian Walkway Study, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 824-CC 973; 2012 Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas
Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed in Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 974-CC 1163; 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las
Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue Presentation Materials, disclosed as bates
CC 1164-CC 1206; and 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard,
Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed as bates CC 1207-CC 1382; Certified copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, May 3, 2022 item number
65 including video, disclosed as bates CC 1428 to CC 1437 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF
DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see also Certified copy of minutes for Board of
County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941
to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and Production of
Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose
additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 33:

ALL DOCUMENTS supporting or otherwise RELATED TO the claim that “the
pedestrian bridges constitute only approximately six percent (6%) of the total linear feet of
public sidewalks available to pedestrians,” as stated in Clark County Code § 16.13.010.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 33:

Objection. The instant Request is objectionable to the extent it seeks information
available in the public domain equally available to both parties. Defendant further objects to
the extent the subject Request is premature, Defendant will disclose expert testimony in
accordance with the Discovery Plan and Scheduling Order in this case. Defendant further

objects to the extent the instant Request seeks communications protected by the work product
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doctrine or attorney client privilege. Without waiving the foregoing objection and subject to
the same, Defendant responds as follows:

Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges, disclosed as
bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended Title 16 of the Clark
County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed as CC 140 to CC
145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of documentation
regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item number 38 with
audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S
INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1);
redacted e-mail communications between Clark County and Dr. William Sousa and the
associated privilege log, disclosed in Defendant’s First Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC
146-CC 252; see also Certified copy of minutes for Board of County Commissioners
Meeting, 05.03.2022 item number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941 to CC 4029, in Clark
County’s Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and Production of Documents Pursuant to
FRCP 26(a)(1); Pedestrian Bridge and Sidewalk Exhibits provided by Clark County
GIS, disclosed as CC 2497 to CC 2515, Pedestrian Bridge Plans for Flamingo provided
by Clark County GIS, disclosed as CC 2516 to CC 2657, Pedestrian Bridge Plans for
Harmon provided by Clark County GIS, disclosed as CC 2658 to CC 2935, Pedestrian
Bridge Plans for Park provided by Clark County GIS, disclosed as CC 2936 to CC 3086,
Pedestrian Bridge Plans for Spring Mountain provided by Clark County GIS, disclosed
as CC 3087 to 3281, and Pedestrian Bridge Plans for Tropicana provided by Clark
County GIS, disclosed as CC 3282 to CC 3910, disclosed in Clark County’s Third
Supplemental Disclosure and Production of Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose

additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

/17
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 34:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS supporting or otherwise RELATED
TO the claim that there is a “disproportionate call volume on pedestrian bridges,” as stated in
Clark County Code § 16.13.010.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 34:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome—particularly
the demand for “ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS” without the provisions of
meaningful time restrictions, search terms or user accounts. Even if the subject Request were
not overly broad the Request is further objectionable because it impermissibly seeks to
ascertain legislators’ subjective motives or opinions and their communications with staff
protected under the deliberative process and legislative privileges in First Amendment
challenges such is the instant case. See, e.g., City of Las Vegas v. Foley, 747 F.2d 1294, 1298
(9th Cir. 1984). The instant Request is objectionable to the extent it calls for documents
protected under the work product privilege or attorney client privilege. The instant Request is
further objectionable as it seeks documents that are equally available to both parties.
Defendant further objects to the extent the instant Request calls for a legal conclusion. Without
waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as follows:

See Letter dated December 4, 2023, from Nevada Resort Association to the Board of
County Commissioners, disclosed as bates CC 127 to CC 131 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges,
disclosed as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL
DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended
Title 16 of the Clark County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed
as CC 140 to CC 145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item

number 38 with audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK
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COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Highway Capacity Manual, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First
Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC 253-CC 823; 1994 Las Vegas Boulevard South
Pedestrian Walkway Study, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 824-CC 973; 2012 Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas
Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed in Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 974-CC 1163; 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las
Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue Presentation Materials, disclosed as bates
CC 1164-CC 1206; and 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard,
Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed as bates CC 1207-CC 1382; . See redacted e-mail
communications between Clark County and Dr. William Sousa and the associated privilege
log, disclosed in Defendant’s First Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC 146-CC 252;
Certified copy of documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, May 3,
2022 item number 65 including video, disclosed as bates CC 1428 to CC 1437 in
DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURES AND
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see also Certified copy of minutes
for Board of County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item number 65, disclosed as
bates CC 3941 to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and
Production of Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose
additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 35:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS supporting or otherwise RELATED
TO the claim that “pedestrian bridges create a unique opportunity for criminal disorder,” as
stated in Clark County Code § 16.13.010.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 35:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome—particularly

the demand for “ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS” without the provisions of
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meaningful time restrictions, search terms or user accounts. Even if the subject Request were
not overly broad the Request is further objectionable because it impermissibly seeks to
ascertain legislators’ subjective motives or opinions and their communications with staff
protected under the deliberative process and legislative privileges in First Amendment
challenges such is the instant case. See, e.g., City of Las Vegas v. Foley, 747 F.2d 1294, 1298
(9th Cir. 1984). The instant Request is objectionable to the extent it calls for documents
protected under the work product privilege or attorney client privilege. The instant Request is
further objectionable as it seeks documents that are equally available to both parties.
Defendant further objects to the extent the instant Request calls for a legal conclusion. Without
waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as follows:

See Letter dated December 4, 2023, from Nevada Resort Association to the Board of
County Commissioners, disclosed as bates CC 127 to CC 131 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges,
disclosed as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL
DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended
Title 16 of the Clark County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed
as CC 140 to CC 145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item
number 38 with audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Highway Capacity Manual, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First
Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC 253-CC 823; 1994 Las Vegas Boulevard South
Pedestrian Walkway Study, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 824-CC 973; 2012 Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas
Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed in Clark County’s First Supplemental

Disclosures as bates CC 974-CC 1163; 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las
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Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue Presentation Materials, disclosed as bates
CC 1164-CC 1206; and 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard,
Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed as bates CC 1207-CC 1382; Certified copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, May 3, 2022 item number
65 including video, disclosed as bates CC 1428 to CC 1437 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF
DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see also Certified copy of minutes for Board of
County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941
to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and Production of
Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose
additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 36:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS supporting or otherwise RELATED
TO the claim that PEDESTRIAN BRIDGES “create a captive audience,” as stated in Clark
County Code § 16.13.010.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 36:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome—particularly
the demand for “ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS” without the provisions of
meaningful time restrictions, search terms or user accounts. Even if the subject Request were
not overly broad the Request is further objectionable because it impermissibly seeks to
ascertain legislators’ subjective motives or opinions and their communications with staff
protected under the deliberative process and legislative privileges in First Amendment
challenges such is the instant case. See, e.g., City of Las Vegas v. Foley, 747 F.2d 1294, 1298
(9th Cir. 1984). The instant Request is objectionable to the extent it calls for documents
protected under the work product privilege or attorney client privilege. The instant Request is

further objectionable as it seeks documents that are equally available to both parties.
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Defendant further objects to the extent the instant Request calls for a legal conclusion. Without
waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as follows:

See Letter dated December 4, 2023, from Nevada Resort Association to the Board of
County Commissioners, disclosed as bates CC 127 to CC 131 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges,
disclosed as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL
DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended
Title 16 of the Clark County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed
as CC 140 to CC 145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item
number 38 with audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Highway Capacity Manual, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First
Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC 253-CC 823; 1994 Las Vegas Boulevard South
Pedestrian Walkway Study, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 824-CC 973; 2012 Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas
Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed in Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 974-CC 1163; 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las
Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue Presentation Materials, disclosed as bates
CC 1164-CC 1206; and 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard,
Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed as bates CC 1207-CC 1382; Certified copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, May 3, 2022 item number
65 including video, disclosed as bates CC 1428 to CC 1437 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF
DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see also Certified copy of minutes for Board of
County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941
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to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and Production of
Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose
additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 37:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS supporting or otherwise RELATED
TO the claim that “a sidewalk . . . has a greater ability to avoid disorder” as compared to the
PEDESTRIAN BRIDGES, as stated in Clark County Code § 16.13.010.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 37:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome—particularly
the demand for “ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS” without the provisions of
meaningful time restrictions, search terms or user accounts. Even if the subject Request were
not overly broad the Request is further objectionable because it impermissibly seeks to
ascertain legislators’ subjective motives or opinions and their communications with staff
protected under the deliberative process and legislative privileges in First Amendment
challenges such is the instant case. See, e.g., City of Las Vegas v. Foley, 747 F.2d 1294, 1298
(9th Cir. 1984). The instant Request is objectionable to the extent it calls for documents
protected under the work product privilege or attorney client privilege. The instant Request is
further objectionable as it seeks documents that are equally available to both parties.
Defendant further objects to the extent the instant Request calls for a legal conclusion. Without
waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as follows:

See Letter dated December 4, 2023, from Nevada Resort Association to the Board of
County Commissioners, disclosed as bates CC 127 to CC 131 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges,
disclosed as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL
DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended
Title 16 of the Clark County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed
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as CC 140 to CC 145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item
number 38 with audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Highway Capacity Manual, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First
Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC 253-CC 823; 1994 Las Vegas Boulevard South
Pedestrian Walkway Study, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 824-CC 973; 2012 Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas
Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed in Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 974-CC 1163; 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las
Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue Presentation Materials, disclosed as bates
CC 1164-CC 1206; and 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard,
Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed as bates CC 1207-CC 1382; Certified copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, May 3, 2022 item number
65 including video, disclosed as bates CC 1428 to CC 1437 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF
DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see also Certified copy of minutes for Board of
County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941
to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and Production of
Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1); Pedestrian Bridge Plans for Flamingo provided
by Clark County GIS, disclosed as CC 2516 to CC 2657, Pedestrian Bridge Plans for
Harmon provided by Clark County GIS, disclosed as CC 2658 to CC 2935, Pedestrian
Bridge Plans for Park provided by Clark County GIS, disclosed as CC 2936 to CC 3086,
Pedestrian Bridge Plans for Spring Mountain provided by Clark County GIS, disclosed
as CC 3087 to 3281, and Pedestrian Bridge Plans for Tropicana provided by Clark
County GIS, disclosed as CC 3282 to CC 3910, disclosed in Clark County’s Third

Supplemental Disclosure and Production of Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).
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Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose
additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 38:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS supporting or otherwise RELATED
TO the claim that “pedestrian[s] [are] confined to the restricted space of the pedestrian bridge,”
as stated in Clark County Code § 16.13.010.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 38:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome—particularly
the demand for “ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS” without the provisions of
meaningful time restrictions, search terms or user accounts. Even if the subject Request were
not overly broad the Request is further objectionable because it impermissibly seeks to
ascertain legislators’ subjective motives or opinions and their communications with staff
protected under the deliberative process and legislative privileges in First Amendment
challenges such is the instant case. See, e.g., City of Las Vegas v. Foley, 747 F.2d 1294, 1298
(9th Cir. 1984). The instant Request is objectionable to the extent it calls for documents
protected under the work product privilege or attorney client privilege. The instant Request is
further objectionable as it seeks documents that are equally available to both parties.
Defendant further objects to the extent the instant Request calls for a legal conclusion. Without
waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as follows:

See Letter dated December 4, 2023, from Nevada Resort Association to the Board of
County Commissioners, disclosed as bates CC 127 to CC 131 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges,
disclosed as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL
DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended
Title 16 of the Clark County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed
as CC 140 to CC 145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of
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documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item
number 38 with audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Highway Capacity Manual, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First
Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC 253-CC 823; 1994 Las Vegas Boulevard South
Pedestrian Walkway Study, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 824-CC 973; 2012 Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas
Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed in Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 974-CC 1163; 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las
Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue Presentation Materials, disclosed as bates
CC 1164-CC 1206; and 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard,
Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed as bates CC 1207-CC 1382; Certified copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, May 3, 2022 item number
65 including video, disclosed as bates CC 1428 to CC 1437 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF
DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see also Certified copy of minutes for Board of
County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941
to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and Production of
Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1); Pedestrian Bridge Plans for Flamingo provided
by Clark County GIS, disclosed as CC 2516 to CC 2657, Pedestrian Bridge Plans for
Harmon provided by Clark County GIS, disclosed as CC 2658 to CC 2935, Pedestrian
Bridge Plans for Park provided by Clark County GIS, disclosed as CC 2936 to CC 3086,
Pedestrian Bridge Plans for Spring Mountain provided by Clark County GIS, disclosed
as CC 3087 to 3281, and Pedestrian Bridge Plans for Tropicana provided by Clark
County GIS, disclosed as CC 3282 to CC 3910, disclosed in Clark County’s Third
Supplemental Disclosure and Production of Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).
Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose

additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 39:

ALL DOCUMENTS supporting or otherwise RELATED TO the claim that Clark
County Code § 16.13.030 “is a content-neutral ordinance,” as stated in DEFENDANT Clark
County’s Motion to Dismiss Plaintiff’s Complaint, ECF No. 9, 10:26.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 39:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad—particularly as it pertains to the phrase
“ALL DOCUMENTS [...] RELATED TO.” The instant Request is further objectionable to
the extent it calls for a legal conclusion. Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject
to the same, Defendant answers as follows:

See Amended Title 16 of the Clark County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add
Chapter 16.13, disclosed as CC 140 to CC 145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S
INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1);
Certified Copy of documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting,
January 2, 2024, item number 38 with audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in
DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF
DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose
additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 40:

ALL DOCUMENTS supporting or otherwise RELATED TO the claim that
DEFENDANT “has a substantial government interest in ensuring public safety on the
pedestrian bridges,” as stated in Clark County Code § 16.13.010.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO 40:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome—particularly
as it pertains to Plaintiffs’ request for “ALL DOCUMENTS [...] RELATED TO”. The instant
Request is objectionable to the extent it calls for documents protected under the work product
privilege, deliberative process privilege, legislative immunity, or attorney client privilege. The

instant Request is further objectionable as it seeks documents that are equally available to both
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parties. Defendant further objects to the extent the instant Request calls for a legal conclusion.
Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as
follows:

See Letter dated December 4, 2023, from Nevada Resort Association to the Board of
County Commissioners, disclosed as bates CC 127 to CC 131 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges,
disclosed as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL
DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended
Title 16 of the Clark County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed
as CC 140 to CC 145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item
number 38 with audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Highway Capacity Manual, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First
Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC 253-CC 823; 1994 Las Vegas Boulevard South
Pedestrian Walkway Study, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 824-CC 973; 2012 Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas
Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed in Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 974-CC 1163; 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las
Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue Presentation Materials, disclosed as bates
CC 1164-CC 1206; and 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard,
Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed as bates CC 1207-CC 1382; Certified copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, May 3, 2022 item number
65 including video, disclosed as bates CC 1428 to CC 1437 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF
DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see also Certified copy of minutes for Board of
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County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941
to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and Production of
Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose

additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 41:

ALL DOCUMENTS supporting or otherwise RELATED TO the claim that Clark
County Code § 16.13.030 “is a narrowly tailored means to accomplish the County’s important
objective,” as stated in Clark County Code § 16.13.010.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 41:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome—particularly
as it pertains to Plaintiffs’ request for “ALL DOCUMENTS [...] RELATED TO”. The instant
Request calls for a legal conclusion. Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to
the same, Defendant answers as follows:

See Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges, disclosed
as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended Title 16 of the Clark
County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed as CC 140 to CC
145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of documentation
regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item number 38 with
audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S
INITTIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1);
Highway Capacity Manual, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 253-CC 823; 1994 Las Vegas Boulevard South Pedestrian Walkway
Study, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC
824-CC 973; 2012 Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to

Sahara Avenue, disclosed in Clark County’s First Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC 974-
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CC 1163; 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road
to Sahara Avenue Presentation Materials, disclosed as bates CC 1164-CC 1206; and 2015
Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara
Avenue, disclosed as bates CC 1207-CC 1382; Certified copy of documentation regarding
Board of County Commissioners Meeting, May 3, 2022 item number 65 including video,
disclosed as bates CC 1428 to CC 1437 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S FIRST
SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP
26(a)(1); see also Certified copy of minutes for Board of County Commissioners Meeting,
05.03.2022 item number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941 to CC 4029, in Clark County’s
Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and Production of Documents Pursuant to FRCP
26(a)(1); Pedestrian Bridge and Sidewalk Exhibits provided by Clark County GIS,
disclosed as CC 2497 to CC 2515, Pedestrian Bridge Plans for Flamingo provided by
Clark County GIS, disclosed as CC 2516 to CC 2657, Pedestrian Bridge Plans for
Harmon provided by Clark County GIS, disclosed as CC 2658 to CC 2935, Pedestrian
Bridge Plans for Park provided by Clark County GIS, disclosed as CC 2936 to CC 3086,
Pedestrian Bridge Plans for Spring Mountain provided by Clark County GIS, disclosed
as CC 3087 to 3281, and Pedestrian Bridge Plans for Tropicana provided by Clark
County GIS, disclosed as CC 3282 to CC 3910, disclosed in Clark County’s Third
Supplemental Disclosure and Production of Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose
additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. NO. 42:

ALL DOCUMENTS supporting or otherwise RELATED TO the claim that Clark
County Code § 16.13.030 leaves “ample alternative means of communication,” as stated in
Clark County Code § 16.13.010.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 42:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome—particularly

as it pertains to Plaintiffs’ request for “ALL DOCUMENTS [...] RELATED TO”. The instant
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Request calls for a legal conclusion. Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to
the same, Defendant answers as follows:

See Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges, disclosed
as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended Title 16 of the Clark
County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed as CC 140 to CC
145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of documentation
regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item number 38 with
audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S
INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1);
Highway Capacity Manual, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 253-CC 823; 1994 Las Vegas Boulevard South Pedestrian Walkway
Study, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC
824-CC 973; 2012 Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to
Sahara Avenue, disclosed in Clark County’s First Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC 974-
CC 1163; 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road
to Sahara Avenue Presentation Materials, disclosed as bates CC 1164-CC 1206; and 2015
Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara
Avenue, disclosed as bates CC 1207-CC 1382; Certified copy of documentation regarding
Board of County Commissioners Meeting, May 3, 2022 item number 65 including video,
disclosed as bates CC 1428 to CC 1437 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S FIRST
SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP
26(a)(1); see also Certified copy of minutes for Board of County Commissioners Meeting,
05.03.2022 item number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941 to CC 4029, in Clark County’s
Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and Production of Documents Pursuant to FRCP

26(a)(1); Pedestrian Bridge and Sidewalk Exhibits provided by Clark County GIS,
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disclosed as CC 2497 to CC 2515 in Clark County’s Third Supplemental Disclosure and
Production of Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1)..
Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose

additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 43:

ALL DOCUMENTS supporting or otherwise RELATED TO the claim that Clark
County Code § 16.13.030 provides “fair notice of what constitutes a violation,” as stated in
DEFENDANT Clark County’s Motion to Dismiss Plaintiff’s Complaint, ECF No. 9, 16:4.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 43:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome—particularly
as it pertains to Plaintiffs’ request for “ALL DOCUMENTS [...] RELATED TO.” The instant
Request calls for a legal conclusion. Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to
the same, Defendant answers as follows:

See Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges, disclosed
as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended Title 16 of the Clark
County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed as CC 140 to CC
145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of documentation
regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item number 38 with
audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S
INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose
additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 44:

ALL DOCUMENTS supporting or otherwise RELATED TO the claim that Clark

County Code § 16.13.030 “will not result in arbitrary or discriminatory enforcement,” as stated
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in DEFENDANT Clark County’s Response to Plaintiff’s Motion for Preliminary Injunction
and Motion for Temporary Restraining Order, ECF No. 10, 4:17-18.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 44:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome—particularly
as it pertains to Plaintiffs’ request for “ALL DOCUMENTS [...] RELATED TO.” The instant
Request calls for a legal conclusion based on an argument put forth in response to a motion
already resolved in Defendant Clark County’s favor. Ultimately these legal assertions by
counsel, which constitute questions of law, will be determined by the Court just as Plaintiffs’
assertions to the contrary will and are not appropriate avenues of inquiry in written discovery.
Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as
follows:

See Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges, disclosed
as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended Title 16 of the Clark
County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed as CC 140 to CC
145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of documentation
regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item number 38 with
audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S
INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see
also Certified copy of minutes for Board of County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022
item number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941 to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth
Supplemental Disclosure and Production of Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose
additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO 45:
/17
/17
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ALL DOCUMENTS supporting or otherwise RELATED TO the claim that Clark
County Code § 16.13.030 “is not unconstitutionally vague,” as stated in DEFENDANT Clark
County’s Motion to Dismiss Plaintiff’s Complaint, ECF No. 9, 6:16.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 45:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome—particularly
as it pertains to Plaintiffs’ request for “ALL DOCUMENTS [...] RELATED TO.” The instant
Request calls for a legal conclusion based on an argument put forth in response to a motion
already resolved by the Court. Ultimately these legal assertions by counsel, which constitute
questions of law, will be determined by the Court just as Plaintiffs’ assertions to the contrary
will and they are not appropriate points of inquiry for discovery. Without waiving the
foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as follows:

See Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges, disclosed
as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended Title 16 of the Clark
County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed as CC 140 to CC
145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of documentation
regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item number 38 with
audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S
INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose
additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST NO. 46:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS supporting or otherwise RELATED
TO the claim that “this new ordinance was necessary precisely because existing ordinances
fail to rectify the significant public safety and pedestrian traffic flow problems caused by the

ever-increasing pedestrian congestion on the pedestrian bridges,” as stated in DEFENDANT
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Clark County’s Response to Plaintiff’s Motion for Preliminary Injunction and Motion for
Temporary Restraining Order, ECF No. 10, 18:19-21.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 46:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome—particularly
as it pertains to Plaintiffs’ request for “ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS [...]
RELATED TO” without the provisions of meaningful time restrictions, search terms or user
accounts. Even if the subject Request were not overly broad the Request is further
objectionable because it impermissibly seeks to ascertain legislators’ subjective motives or
opinions and their communications with staff protected under the deliberative process and
legislative privileges in First Amendment challenges such is the instant case. See, e.g., City of]
Las Vegas v. Foley, 747 F.2d 1294, 1298 (9th Cir. 1984). The instant Request is objectionable
to the extent it calls for documents protected under the work product privilege or attorney
client privilege. The instant Request further calls for a legal conclusion based on an argument
put forth in response to a motion already resolved in Defendant Clark County’s favor.
Ultimately these legal assertions by counsel, which constitute questions of law, will be
determined by the Court just as Plaintiffs’ assertions to the contrary will and are not
appropriate avenues of inquiry in written discovery. The instant Request is overly broad and
unduly burdensome. The instant Request is further objectionable as it seeks documents that
are equally available to both parties. Defendant further objects to the extent the instant Request
calls for a legal conclusion. Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same,
Defendant answers as follows:

See Letter dated December 4, 2023, from Nevada Resort Association to the Board of
County Commissioners, disclosed as bates CC 127 to CC 131 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges,
disclosed as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL
DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended
Title 16 of the Clark County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed
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as CC 140 to CC 145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item
number 38 with audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Highway Capacity Manual, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First
Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC 253-CC 823; 1994 Las Vegas Boulevard South
Pedestrian Walkway Study, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 824-CC 973; 2012 Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas
Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed in Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 974-CC 1163; 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las
Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue Presentation Materials, disclosed as bates
CC 1164-CC 1206; and 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard,
Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed as bates CC 1207-CC 1382; Chapter 16.11 -
OBSTRUCTIVE USES OF PUBLIC SIDEWALKS of the Clark County Code; Certified copy
of documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, May 3, 2022 item
number 65 including video, disclosed as bates CC 1428 to CC 1437 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF
DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see also Certified copy of minutes for Board of
County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941
to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and Production of
Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose
additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 47:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO the claim that
PEDESTRIAN BRIDGES were designed only for “incidental and fleeting view[s] of the Las
Vegas Strip,” as stated in Clark County Code § 16.13.010.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 47:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome—particularly
as it pertains to Plaintiffs’ request for “ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS [...]
RELATED TO” without the provisions of meaningful time restrictions, search terms or user
accounts. Even if the subject Request were not overly broad the Request is further
objectionable because it impermissibly seeks to ascertain legislators’ subjective motives or
opinions and their communications with staff protected under the deliberative process and
legislative privileges in First Amendment challenges such is the instant case. See, e.g., City of]
Las Vegas v. Foley, 747 F.2d 1294, 1298 (9th Cir. 1984). The instant Request is objectionable
to the extent it calls for documents protected under the work product privilege or attorney
client privilege. The instant Request further calls for a legal conclusion. Without waiving the
foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant responds as follows:

See Letter dated December 4, 2023, from Nevada Resort Association to the Board of
County Commissioners, disclosed as bates CC 127 to CC 131 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges,
disclosed as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL
DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended
Title 16 of the Clark County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed
as CC 140 to CC 145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item
number 38 with audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Highway Capacity Manual, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First
Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC 253-CC 823; 1994 Las Vegas Boulevard South
Pedestrian Walkway Study, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 824-CC 973; 2012 Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas
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Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed in Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 974-CC 1163; 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las
Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue Presentation Materials, disclosed as bates
CC 1164-CC 1206; and 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard,
Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed as bates CC 1207-CC 1382; Chapter 16.11 -
OBSTRUCTIVE USES OF PUBLIC SIDEWALKS of the Clark County Code; Certified copy
of documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, May 3, 2022 item
number 65 including video, disclosed as bates CC 1428 to CC 1437 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF
DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see also Certified copy of minutes for Board of
County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941
to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and Production of
Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1); Pedestrian Bridge Plans for Flamingo provided
by Clark County GIS, disclosed as CC 2516 to CC 2657, Pedestrian Bridge Plans for
Harmon provided by Clark County GIS, disclosed as CC 2658 to CC 2935, Pedestrian
Bridge Plans for Park provided by Clark County GIS, disclosed as CC 2936 to CC 3086,
Pedestrian Bridge Plans for Spring Mountain provided by Clark County GIS, disclosed
as CC 3087 to 3281, and Pedestrian Bridge Plans for Tropicana provided by Clark
County GIS, disclosed as CC 3282 to CC 3910, disclosed in Clark County’s Third
Supplemental Disclosure and Production of Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose
additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 48:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO the claim that Clark
County Code § 16.13.030 allows for “brief or insubstantial variations in movement” on the
PEDESTRIAN BRIDGES, as stated in DEFENDANT Clark County’s Motion to Dismiss
Plaintiff’s Complaint, ECF No. 9, 15:22.

/17
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 48:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome—particularly
as it pertains to Plaintiffs’ request for “ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS
RELATED TO” without the provisions of meaningful time restrictions, search terms or user
accounts. The instant Request calls for a legal conclusion based on an argument put forth in
response to a motion already resolved by the Court. Notably, brief or insubstantial variations
in movement do not constitute stopping or standing. Ultimately these legal assertions by
counsel, which constitute questions of law, will be determined by the Court just as Plaintiffs’
assertions to the contrary will and they are not appropriate points of inquiry for discovery.
Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as
follows:

See Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges, disclosed
as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended Title 16 of the Clark
County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed as CC 140 to CC
145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of documentation
regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item number 38 with
audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S
INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see
also Certified copy of minutes for Board of County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022
item number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941 to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth
Supplemental Disclosure and Production of Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose
additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 49:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO the claim that “people
will not be cited for taking photographs under CCC 16.13.030” on PEDESTRIAN BRIDGES,
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as stated in DEFENDANT Clark County’s Motion to Dismiss Plaintiff’s Complaint, ECF No.
9, 15:2-3.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 49:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome—particularly
as it pertains to Plaintiffs’ request for “ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS
RELATED TO” without the provisions of meaningful time restrictions, search terms or user
accounts. The instant Request calls for a legal conclusion based on an argument put forth in
response to a motion already resolved by the Court. Ultimately these legal assertions by
counsel, which constitute questions of law, will be determined by the Court just as Plaintiffs’
assertions to the contrary will and they are not appropriate points of inquiry for discovery.
Notably, taking photographs does not constitute stopping or standing. Without waiving the
foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as follows:

See Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges, disclosed
as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended Title 16 of the Clark
County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed as CC 140 to CC
145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of documentation
regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item number 38 with
audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S
INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see
also Certified copy of minutes for Board of County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022
item number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941 to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth
Supplemental Disclosure and Production of Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose
additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

/17
/17
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 50:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO the definition of
“disorderly offenses” as used in Clark County Code § 16.13.010.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 50:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome—particularly
as it pertains to Plaintiffs’ request for “ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS
RELATED TO” without the provisions of meaningful time restrictions, search terms or user
accounts. Even if the subject Request were not overly broad the Request is further
objectionable because it impermissibly seeks to ascertain legislators’ subjective motives or
opinions and their communications with staff protected under the deliberative process and
legislative privileges in First Amendment challenges such is the instant case. See, e.g., City of]
Las Vegas v. Foley, 747 F.2d 1294, 1298 (9th Cir. 1984). The instant Request is objectionable
to the extent it calls for documents protected under the work product privilege or attorney
client privilege. The instant Request further calls for a legal conclusion. Without waiving the
foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant responds as follows:

See Letter dated December 4, 2023, from Nevada Resort Association to the Board of
County Commissioners, disclosed as bates CC 127 to CC 131 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges,
disclosed as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL
DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended
Title 16 of the Clark County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed
as CC 140 to CC 145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item
number 38 with audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Highway Capacity Manual, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First
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Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC 253-CC 823; 1994 Las Vegas Boulevard South
Pedestrian Walkway Study, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 824-CC 973; 2012 Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas
Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed in Clark County’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 974-CC 1163; 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las
Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue Presentation Materials, disclosed as bates
CC 1164-CC 1206; and 2015 Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard,
Russell Road to Sahara Avenue, disclosed as bates CC 1207-CC 1382; Chapter 16.11 -
OBSTRUCTIVE USES OF PUBLIC SIDEWALKS of the Clark County Code; Certified copy
of documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, May 3, 2022 item
number 65 including video, disclosed as bates CC 1428 to CC 1437 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF
DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see also Certified copy of minutes for Board of
County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941
to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and Production of
Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to disclose
additional information as it becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 51:

ALL TRAININGS RELATED TO the implementation and enforcement of Clark
County Code § 16.13.030.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 51:

Objection. The instant request is vague and ambiguous, particularly as it pertains to the
terms “trainings,” “implementation,” and “enforcement.” Defendant further objects that it is
not the entity responsible for the enforcement of Clark County Code § 16.13.030. The instant
request is further objectionable as it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of

admissible evidence. Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same,

Defendant responds as follows:
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To the extent the ordinance may be considered a training, see the text of Chapter 16.13
to the Clark County Code, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s Initial Disclosures as bates
CC 140 to CC 145.

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant reserves the right to supplement its response to
the instant request as additional information becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 52:

ALL POLICIES RELATED TO the implementation and enforcement of Clark County
Code § 16.13.030.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 52:

Objection. The instant request is vague and ambiguous, particularly as it pertains to the
terms “policies,” “implementation,” and “enforcement.” Defendant further objects that it is
not the entity responsible for the enforcement of Clark County Code § 16.13.030. The instant
request is further objectionable as it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence. Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same,
Defendant responds as follows:

To the extent the ordinance may be considered policy, see the text of Chapter 16.13 to
the Clark County Code, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s Initial Disclosures as bates CC
140 to CC 145.

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant reserves the right to supplement its response to

the instant request as additional information becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 53:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO written public
comment submitted to DEFENDANT referencing Clark County Code § 16.13.030.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 53:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome—particularly
as it pertains to Plaintiffs’ request for “ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS
RELATED TO” without the provisions of meaningful time restrictions, search terms or user

accounts. The instant Request is further objectionable as it is vague and ambiguous as to time
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and the phrase “written public comment.” Without waiving the foregoing objection and subject
to the same, Defendant responds as follows:

See Letter dated December 4, 2023, from Nevada Resort Association to the Board of
County Commissioners, disclosed as bates CC 127 to CC 131 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges,
disclosed as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL
DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended
Title 16 of the Clark County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed
as CC 140 to CC 145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item
number 38 with audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); see also Certified copy of minutes for Board of County Commissioners
Meeting, 05.03.2022 item number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941 to CC 4029, in Clark
County’s Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and Production of Documents Pursuant to
FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant reserves the right to supplement its response to
the instant request as additional information becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 54:

ALL DOCUMENTS RELATED TO Bill No. 4-19-22-1, first introduced at the April
19, 2022, Clark County Commission meeting.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 54:

Objection. The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome—particularly
as it pertains to Plaintiffs’ request for “ALL DOCUMENTS RELATED TO.” Even if the
subject Request were not overly broad the Request is further objectionable because it

impermissibly seeks to ascertain legislators’ subjective motives or opinions and their
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communications with staff protected under the deliberative process and legislative privileges
in First Amendment challenges such is the instant case. See, e.g., City of Las Vegas v. Foley,
747 F.2d 1294, 1298 (9th Cir. 1984). The instant Request is objectionable to the extent it calls
for documents protected under the work product privilege or attorney client privilege. The
instant Request is not relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence. Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant
Responds as follows:

See Certified copy of documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners
Meeting, April 19, 2022, item number 59, disclosed as bates CC 1419 to CC 1427; Certified
copy of documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, May 3, 2022 item
number 65 including video, disclosed as bates CC 1428 to CC 1437; and Certified copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, June 21, 2022 item
number 76, disclosed as bates CC 1438 to CC 1446; see also Certified copy of minutes for
Board of County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item number 65, disclosed as bates
CC 3941 to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and Production
of Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant reserves the right to supplement its response to
the instant request as additional information becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 55:

ALL e-mails and ANY other COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO Bill No. 4-19-22-
1, first introduced at the April 19, 2022, Clark County Commission meeting.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 55:

The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome—particularly as it pertains
to Plaintiffs’ request for “ALL e-mails and ANY other COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO
Bill No. 4-19-22-1” without the provisions of meaningful time restrictions, search terms or
user accounts. Even if the subject Request were not overly broad the Request is further
objectionable because it impermissibly seeks to ascertain legislators’ subjective motives or

opinions and their communications with staff protected from disclosure under the deliberative
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process and legislative privileges in First Amendment challenges such is the instant case. See,
e.g., City of Las Vegas v. Foley, 747 F.2d 1294, 1298 (9th Cir. 1984). The instant Request is
objectionable as it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
Communications regarding a completely different proposed ordinance from 2022 are both
protected by deliberative process privilege and have no bearing on a determination of the
constitutionality of a separate ordinance passed in 2024 which will be determined on the
language of the ordinance, the legislative history, and the public comment by any legislators.
The instant Request is further objectionable to the extent it calls for documents protected under
the work product privilege or attorney client privilege. The instant Request is also not
proportional to the needs of the case. Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to
the same, Defendant Responds as follows:

Defendant declines to respond to the instant Request as the requested communications
are privileged and irrelevant and the work required to perform an undefined search of this
nature is disproportionate to the needs of the case. To the extent it is responsive see Certified
copy of minutes for Board of County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item number
65, disclosed as bates CC 3941 to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental
Disclosure and Production of Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant reserves the right to supplement its response to
the instant request as additional information becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 56:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO written public
comment submitted to DEFENDANT referencing Bill No. 4-19-22-1, first introduced at the

April 19, 2022, Clark County Commission meeting.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 56:

The instant Request is overly broad and unduly burdensome—particularly as it pertains
to Plaintiffs’ request for “ALL e-mails and ANY other COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO
Bill No. 4-19-22-1” without the provisions of meaningful time restrictions, search terms or

user accounts. Even if the subject Request were not overly broad the Request is further
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objectionable because it impermissibly seeks to ascertain legislators’ subjective motives or
opinions and their communications with staff protected from disclosure under the deliberative
process and legislative privileges in First Amendment challenges such is the instant case. See,
e.g., City of Las Vegas v. Foley, 747 F.2d 1294, 1298 (9th Cir. 1984). The instant Request is
objectionable as it is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
Communications regarding a completely different proposed ordinance from 2022 are both
protected by deliberative process privilege and have no bearing on a determination of the
constitutionality of a separate ordinance passed in 2024 which will be determined on the
language of the ordinance, the legislative history, and the public comment by any legislators.
The instant Request is further objectionable to the extent it calls for documents protected under
the work product privilege or attorney client privilege. The instant Request is also not
proportional to the needs of the case. Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to
the same, Defendant Responds as follows:

See Certified copy of documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners
Meeting, April 19, 2022, item number 59, disclosed as bates CC 1419 to CC 1427; Certified
copy of documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, May 3, 2022 item
number 65 including video, disclosed as bates CC 1428 to CC 1437; and Certified copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, June 21, 2022 item
number 76, disclosed as bates CC 1438 to CC 1446; see also Certified copy of minutes for
Board of County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item number 65, disclosed as bates
CC 3941 to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and Production
of Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant reserves the right to supplement its response to
the instant request as additional information becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 57:

ALL TRAININGS RELATED TO the enforcement of Clark County Code § 16.11.
/17
/17
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RESPONSE REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 57:

Objection. The instant request is vague and ambiguous, particularly as it pertains to the
terms “trainings” and “enforcement.” Defendant further objects that it is not the entity
responsible for the enforcement of Clark County Code § 16.13.030 or Clark County Code §
16.11. The instant request is further objectionable as it is not reasonably calculated to lead to
the discovery of admissible evidence. Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject
to the same, Defendant responds as follows:

To the extent the ordinance may be considered a training, see the text of Chapter 16.13
to the Clark County Code, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s Initial Disclosures as bates
CC 140 to CC 145; see also Clark County Code § 16.11 available online.

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant reserves the right to supplement its response to
the instant request as additional information becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 58:

ALL POLICIES RELATED TO the enforcement of Clark County Code § 16.11.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 58:

Objection. The instant request is vague and ambiguous, particularly as it pertains to the
terms “policies” and “enforcement.” Defendant further objects that it is not the entity
responsible for the enforcement of Clark County Code § 16.13.030 or Clark County Code §
16.11. The instant request is further objectionable as it is not reasonably calculated to lead to
the discovery of admissible evidence. Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject
to the same, Defendant responds as follows:

To the extent the text of the ordinance may be considered a training material, see the
text of Chapter 16.13 to the Clark County Code, disclosed in Defendant Clark County’s Initial
Disclosures as bates CC 140 to CC 145; see also Clark County Code § 16.11 available online.

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant reserves the right to supplement its response to
the instant request as additional information becomes available in the course of discovery.
/17
/17
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 59:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO the enforcement of
Clark County Code § 16.11, including but not limited to citations, criminal complaints, arrest

reports, and arrest declarations.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 59:

Objection. The instant Request is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence. Clark County Code § 16.11 is not at issue in the subject litigation and
has already been deemed constitutional on its face by United States District Court for the
District of Nevada. See Taylor v. LVMPD, et al., Case No. 2:19-CV-00995. The instant
Request is further objectionable because it is unduly burdensome, overly broad, and not
proportional to the needs of the case. Defendant further objects to the instant Request because
it is not the custodian of records for LVMPD records, which are equally available to both
parties. Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers
as follows:

It is upon information and belief that Clark County has no records responsive to this
request in its possession.

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant reserves the right to supplement its response to
the instant request as additional information becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 60:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS defining “chronic offender(s),” as
stated by Sheriff Kevin McMahill in his interview for the article Police won’t stop photos on
Strip bridges under new law, sheriff says with the Las Vegas Review-Journal published on
January 17, 2024.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 60:

Objection. The instant Request for Production is vague and ambiguous as written. The
instant Request is also not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence as these comments were made post-hac after the subject ordinance had already been

enacted. See, e.g., Clift v. City of Burlington, Vt., 925 F. Supp. 2d 614, 637 (D. Vt. 2013);
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McGuire v. Reilly, 260 F.3d 36, 47 (1st Cir. 2001). Furthermore, as Sheriff Kevin McMabhill
is an elected official who heads the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department, a separate
legal entity, and is neither an employee nor official of Clark County, Clark County objects to
a Request demanding supporting documents for his statements or the content of articles
prepared by third-party media outlets which are equally available to the parties by subpoena
or public records request. Plaintiffs’ request in this regard is both overly broad, unduly
burdensome, and not proportional to the needs of the case. Without waiving the foregoing
objections and subject to the same, Defendant answers as follows:

Defendant is not aware of any documents responsive to this Request in its possession.

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant reserves the right to supplement its response to
the instant request as additional information becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 61:

ALL e-mails and ANY other COMMUNICATIONS between LVMPD and
DEFENDANT RELATED TO Clark County Code § 16.13.030.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 61:

Objection. The instant request is overly broad and unduly burdensome particularly as
it pertains to “ALL e-mails and ANY other COMMUNICATIONS between LVMPD and
DEFENDANT RELATED TO Clark County Code § 16.13.030.” Without the provisions of
meaningful time restrictions, search terms or user accounts. Even if the subject Request were
not overly broad the Request is further objectionable because it impermissibly seeks to
ascertain legislators’ subjective motives or opinions and their communications with staff
protected under the deliberative process and legislative privileges in First Amendment
challenges such is the instant case. See, e.g., City of Las Vegas v. Foley, 747 F.2d 1294, 1298
(9th Cir. 1984). The instant Request is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence, and not proportional to the needs of this case. The instant request is also
vague and ambiguous to time and provides no meaningful parameters for performing a search
of this nature. In facial challenges such as the one at issue in this case, the Court may “only

look to [the ordinance’s] terms, to the intent expressed by [the legislative body] who voted its
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passage, and to the existence or nonexistence of legitimate explanations for its apparent
effect.” Nixon v. Adm'r of Gen. Servs., 433 U.S. 425, 484, 97 S. Ct. 2777, 2811, 53 L. Ed. 2d
867 (1977) (emphasis added); see also SeaRiver Mar. Fin. Holdings, Inc. v. Mineta, 309 F.3d
662, 669 (9th Cir. 2002). The Court must take a legislative body’s findings at face value and
may not “look beyond the face of the [ordinance] and speculate about the [legislative body’s]
subjective intent” based on post-hac or non-public communications of staff. See, e.g., Clift v.
City of Burlington, Vt., 925 F. Supp. 2d 614, 637 (D. Vt. 2013); McGuire v. Reilly, 260 F.3d
36,47 (1st Cir. 2001).

Furthermore, communications between LVMPD and Clark County and its employees,
officers, and staff regarding Clark County Code are protected under the deliberative process
privilege and are not admissible or discoverable in facial challenges. See United States Fish &
Wildlife Serv. v. Sierra Club, Inc., 592 U.S. 261, 267-68, 141 S. Ct. 777, 785-86, 209 L. Ed.
2d 78 (2021). Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant
Clark County answers as follows:

To the extent any of the documents already disclosed in this action are responsive to
the instant request, see Defendant Clark County’s Initial Disclosures and all supplements
thereto.

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant reserves the right to supplement its response to
the instant request as additional information becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 62:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS including ANY of the following
keywords:
*“16.13.030”
* “Chapter 16.13”
* “pedestrian bridge”
* “overpass”

* “flow zone”

* “touchdown structure”
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* “pedestrian traffic”

* “disorder”

[13

* “stop or stand”

[13

* “stopping or standing”

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 62:

Objection. The instant request is overly broad and unduly burdensome particularly as
it pertains to “ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS including ANY of the
following keywords” without the provisions of meaningful time restrictions, search
parameters or user accounts. Even if the subject Request were not overly broad the Request is
further objectionable because it impermissibly seeks to ascertain legislators’ subjective
motives or opinions and their communications with staff protected under the deliberative
process and legislative privileges in First Amendment challenges such is the instant case. See,
e.g., City of Las Vegas v. Foley, 747 F.2d 1294, 1298 (9th Cir. 1984). The instant Request is
not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, and not proportional
to the needs of this case. In facial challenges such as the one at issue in this case, the Court
may “only look to [the ordinance’s] terms, to the intent expressed by [the legislative body]
who voted its passage, and to the existence or nonexistence of legitimate explanations for its
apparent effect.” Nixon v. Adm'r of Gen. Servs., 433 U.S. 425, 484, 97 S. Ct. 2777, 2811, 53
L. Ed. 2d 867 (1977) (emphasis added); see also SeaRiver Mar. Fin. Holdings, Inc. v. Mineta,
309 F.3d 662, 669 (9th Cir. 2002). The Court must take a legislative body’s findings at face
value and may not “look beyond the face of the [ordinance] and speculate about the [legislative
body’s] subjective intent” based on post-hac or non-public communications of staff. See, e.g.,
Clift v. City of Burlington, Vt., 925 F. Supp. 2d 614, 637 (D. Vt. 2013); McGuire v. Reilly, 260
F.3d 36, 47 (1st Cir. 2001).

Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant Clark

County answers as follows:
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Defendant declines to respond to the instant Request as the requested communications
are privileged and irrelevant and the work required to perform an undefined search of this
nature is disproportionate to the needs of the case.

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant reserves the right to supplement its response to
the instant request as additional information becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 63:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS including the keyword “bridge” and:
* “Superbowl”
* “perform”
* “show girl”
* “homeless”
* “unsheltered”
* “chronic”
* “tour”
* “solicit”
* “disorder”
* “crime”
* “panhandle”
* “talk”

° “aSk”

113

* “stop”

* “stand”

* “art”

* “music”

* “obstruct”

* “Formula 1”
* “F1”

* “Grand Prix”
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 63:

Objection. The instant request is overly broad and unduly burdensome particularly as
it pertains to “ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS including the keyword
“bridge” and:” without the provisions of meaningful time restrictions, search parameters or
user accounts. Even if the subject Request were not overly broad the Request is further
objectionable because it impermissibly seeks to ascertain legislators’ subjective motives or
opinions and their communications with staff protected under the deliberative process and
legislative privileges in First Amendment challenges such is the instant case. See, e.g., City of]
Las Vegas v. Foley, 747 F.2d 1294, 1298 (9th Cir. 1984). The instant Request is not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, and not proportional to the needs
of this case. In facial challenges such as the one at issue in this case, the Court may “only look
to [the ordinance’s] terms, to the intent expressed by [the legislative body] who voted its
passage, and to the existence or nonexistence of legitimate explanations for its apparent
effect.” Nixon v. Adm'r of Gen. Servs., 433 U.S. 425, 484, 97 S. Ct. 2777, 2811, 53 L. Ed. 2d
867 (1977) (emphasis added); see also SeaRiver Mar. Fin. Holdings, Inc. v. Mineta, 309 F.3d
662, 669 (9th Cir. 2002). The Court must take a legislative body’s findings at face value and
may not “look beyond the face of the [ordinance] and speculate about the [legislative body’s]
subjective intent” based on post-hac or non-public communications of staff. See, e.g., Clift v.
City of Burlington, Vt., 925 F. Supp. 2d 614, 637 (D. Vt. 2013); McGuire v. Reilly, 260 F.3d
36, 47 (1st Cir. 2001).

Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant Clark
County answers as follows:

Defendant declines to respond to the instant Request as the requested communications
are privileged and irrelevant and the work required to perform an undefined search of this
nature is disproportionate to the needs of the case.

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant reserves the right to supplement its response to

the instant request as additional information becomes available in the course of discovery.

11/
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 64:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS including the keyword “overpass”
and:
* “Superbowl”

* “perform”

[13

* “show girl”
* “homeless”

* “unsheltered”

[13

* “chronic”

° “tour”

(3

* “solicit”

* “disorder”

(3

* “crime”

bk

* “panhandle
° [3 ‘talk’ b

° “aSk”

[13

* “stop”

[13

* “stand”

° “art”

* “music”
[13

* “obstruct”

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 64:

Objection. The instant request is overly broad and unduly burdensome particularly as
it pertains to “ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS including the keyword
“overpass” and:” without the provisions of meaningful time restrictions, search parameters or
user accounts. Even if the subject Request were not overly broad the Request is further
objectionable because it impermissibly seeks to ascertain legislators’ subjective motives or

opinions and their communications with staff protected under the deliberative process and
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legislative privileges in First Amendment challenges such is the instant case. See, e.g., City of]
Las Vegas v. Foley, 747 F.2d 1294, 1298 (9th Cir. 1984). The instant Request is not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, and not proportional to the needs
of this case. In facial challenges such as the one at issue in this case, the Court may “only look
to [the ordinance’s] terms, to the intent expressed by [the legislative body] who voted its
passage, and to the existence or nonexistence of legitimate explanations for its apparent
effect.” Nixon v. Adm'r of Gen. Servs., 433 U.S. 425, 484, 97 S. Ct. 2777, 2811, 53 L. Ed. 2d
867 (1977) (emphasis added); see also SeaRiver Mar. Fin. Holdings, Inc. v. Mineta, 309 F.3d
662, 669 (9th Cir. 2002). The Court must take a legislative body’s findings at face value and
may not “look beyond the face of the [ordinance] and speculate about the [legislative body’s]
subjective intent” based on post-hac or non-public communications of staff. See, e.g., Clift v.
City of Burlington, Vt., 925 F. Supp. 2d 614, 637 (D. Vt. 2013); McGuire v. Reilly, 260 F.3d
36,47 (1st Cir. 2001).

Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant Clark
County answers as follows:

Defendant declines to respond to the instant Request as the requested communications
are privileged and irrelevant and the work required to perform an undefined search of this
nature is disproportionate to the needs of the case.

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant reserves the right to supplement its response to
the instant request as additional information becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 65:

ALL DOCUMENTS RELATED TO the enforcement of a Clark County Code
ordinance including but not limited to citations, criminal complaints, arrest reports, and arrest
declarations, that include ANY of the following keywords:

* “flow zone”
* “bridge”
* “touchdown”

(3

* “escalator”
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* “eclevator”

(3

* “overpass”

¢

* “obstructive use”

[13

* “obstructing the sidewalk”

[13

* “obstruct pedestrian”

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 65:

Objection. The instant request is overly broad and unduly burdensome particularly as
it pertains to “ALL DOCUMENTS related to” without the provisions of meaningful time
restrictions or search parameters. Even if the subject Request were not overly broad, the
Request is further objectionable because it impermissibly seeks to ascertain legislators’
subjective motives or opinions and their communications with staff protected under the
deliberative process and legislative privileges in First Amendment challenges such is the
instant case. See, e.g., City of Las Vegas v. Foley, 747 F.2d 1294, 1298 (9th Cir. 1984). The
instant Request is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence,
and not proportional to the needs of this case. In facial challenges such as the one at issue in
this case, the Court may “only look to [the ordinance’s] terms, to the intent expressed by [the
legislative body] who voted its passage, and to the existence or nonexistence of legitimate
explanations for its apparent effect.” Nixon v. Adm'r of Gen. Servs., 433 U.S. 425, 484, 97 S.
Ct. 2777, 2811, 53 L. Ed. 2d 867 (1977) (emphasis added); see also SeaRiver Mar. Fin.
Holdings, Inc. v. Mineta, 309 F.3d 662, 669 (9th Cir. 2002). The Court must take a legislative
body’s findings at face value and may not “look beyond the face of the [ordinance] and
speculate about the [legislative body’s] subjective intent” based on post-hac or non-public
communications of staff. See, e.g., Clift v. City of Burlington, Vt., 925 F. Supp. 2d 614, 637
(D. Vt. 2013); McGuire v. Reilly, 260 F.3d 36, 47 (1st Cir. 2001). Defendant further objects
that it is a separate and distinct legal entity from Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department
and is not responsible for the enforcement of laws in Clark County and is not the custodian of

records for citations, arrest reports, and arrest declarations.
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Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant Clark
County answers as follows:

Defendant declines to respond to the instant Request as the requested documents are
privileged, inadmissible, and irrelevant and the work required to perform an undefined search
of this nature is disproportionate to the needs of the case. Defendant further declines to respond
to the instant request because it is not the custodian of record for the majority of the documents
sought by Plaintiffs in the instant Request.

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant reserves the right to supplement its response to
the instant request as additional information becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 66:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO complaints received
by DEFENDANT from private actors RELATED TO disorder or crime on the PEDESTRIAN
BRIDGES.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 66:

Objection. The instant request is overly broad and unduly burdensome particularly as
it pertains to “ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO” without the
provisions of meaningful time restrictions, search parameters or user accounts. Even if the
subject Request were not overly broad, the Request is further objectionable because it
impermissibly seeks to ascertain legislators’ subjective motives or opinions and their
communications with staff protected under the deliberative process and legislative privileges
in First Amendment challenges such is the instant case. See, e.g., City of Las Vegas v. Foley,
747 F.2d 1294, 1298 (9th Cir. 1984). The instant Request is not reasonably calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence, and not proportional to the needs of this case. In facial
challenges such as the one at issue in this case, the Court may “only look to [the ordinance’s]
terms, to the intent expressed by [the legislative body] who voted its passage, and to the
existence or nonexistence of legitimate explanations for its apparent effect.” Nixon v. Adm'r
of Gen. Servs., 433 U.S. 425, 484, 97 S. Ct. 2777, 2811, 53 L. Ed. 2d 867 (1977) (emphasis
added); see also SeaRiver Mar. Fin. Holdings, Inc. v. Mineta, 309 F.3d 662, 669 (9th Cir.
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2002). The Court must take a legislative body’s findings at face value and may not “look
beyond the face of the [ordinance] and speculate about the [legislative body’s] subjective
intent” based on post-hac or non-public communications of staff. See, e.g., Clift v. City of]
Burlington, Vt., 925 F. Supp. 2d 614, 637 (D. Vt. 2013); McGuire v. Reilly, 260 F.3d 36, 47
(1st Cir. 2001). Defendant further objects that it is a separate and distinct legal entity from Las
Vegas Metropolitan Police Department and is not responsible for the enforcement of laws in
Clark County and is not the primary recipient of private complaints of crime or disorder or the
custodian of records for the same.

Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant Clark
County answers as follows:

To the extent it is responsive, see the legislative history and the associated public
comment provided in Certified copy of documentation regarding Board of County
Commissioners Meeting, December 5, 2023, item number 36 with audio and video, disclosed
as bates CC 001 to CC 032; Certified copy of documentation regarding Board of County
Commissioners Meeting, December 5, 2023, item number 36 with audio and video, disclosed
as bates CC 033 to CC 070; Certified copy of documentation regarding Board of County
Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item number 38 with audio and video, disclosed as
bates CC 071 to CC 126; Letter dated December 4, 2023, from Nevada Resort Association to
the Board of County Commissioners, disclosed as bates CC 127 to CC 131; Report titled:
Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges, disclosed as bates CC 132 to CC
139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURE AND PRODUCTION
OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see also Unofficial Transcript of Board of County
Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item number 38 disclosed as bates CC 1405 to CC
1418; Certified copy of documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting,
April 19, 2022, item number 59, disclosed as bates CC 1419 to CC 1427; Certified copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, May 3, 2022 item number
65 including video, disclosed as bates CC 1428 to CC 1437; Certified copy of documentation

regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, June 21, 2022 item number 76, disclosed
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as bates CC 1438 to CC 1446 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S FIRST
SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP
26(a)(1); see also Certified copy of minutes for Board of County Commissioners Meeting,
05.03.2022 item number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941 to CC 4029, in Clark County’s
Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and Production of Documents Pursuant to FRCP
26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant reserves the right to supplement its response to

the instant request as additional information becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 67:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO complaints received
by DEFENDANT from private actors RELATED TO disorder or crime in the RESORT
CORRIDOR.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 67:

Objection. The instant request is overly broad and unduly burdensome particularly as
it pertains to “ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO” without the
provisions of meaningful time restrictions, search parameters or user accounts. Even if the
subject Request were not overly broad, the Request is further objectionable because it
impermissibly seeks to ascertain legislators’ subjective motives or opinions and their
communications with staff protected under the deliberative process and legislative privileges
in First Amendment challenges such is the instant case. See, e.g., City of Las Vegas v. Foley,
747 F.2d 1294, 1298 (9th Cir. 1984). The instant Request is not reasonably calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence, and not proportional to the needs of this case. In facial
challenges such as the one at issue in this case, the Court may “only look to [the ordinance’s]
terms, to the intent expressed by [the legislative body] who voted its passage, and to the
existence or nonexistence of legitimate explanations for its apparent effect.” Nixon v. Adm'r
of Gen. Servs., 433 U.S. 425, 484, 97 S. Ct. 2777, 2811, 53 L. Ed. 2d 867 (1977) (emphasis
added); see also SeaRiver Mar. Fin. Holdings, Inc. v. Mineta, 309 F.3d 662, 669 (9th Cir.

2002). The Court must take a legislative body’s findings at face value and may not “look
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beyond the face of the [ordinance] and speculate about the [legislative body’s] subjective
intent” based on post-hac or non-public communications of staff. See, e.g., Clift v. City of]
Burlington, Vt., 925 F. Supp. 2d 614, 637 (D. Vt. 2013); McGuire v. Reilly, 260 F.3d 36, 47
(1st Cir. 2001). Defendant further objects that it is a separate and distinct legal entity from Las
Vegas Metropolitan Police Department and is not responsible for the enforcement of laws in
Clark County and is not the custodian of records for citations, arrest reports, and arrest
declarations. Defendant further objects that it is a separate and distinct legal entity from Las
Vegas Metropolitan Police Department and is not responsible for the enforcement of laws in
Clark County and is not the primary recipient of private complaints of crime or disorder or the
custodian of records for the same.

Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant Clark
County answers as follows:

To the extent it is responsive, see the legislative history and the associated public
comment provided in Certified copy of documentation regarding Board of County
Commissioners Meeting, December 5, 2023, item number 36 with audio and video, disclosed
as bates CC 001 to CC 032; Certified copy of documentation regarding Board of County
Commissioners Meeting, December 5, 2023, item number 36 with audio and video, disclosed
as bates CC 033 to CC 070; Certified copy of documentation regarding Board of County
Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item number 38 with audio and video, disclosed as
bates CC 071 to CC 126; Letter dated December 4, 2023, from Nevada Resort Association to
the Board of County Commissioners, disclosed as bates CC 127 to CC 131; Report titled:
Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges, disclosed as bates CC 132 to CC
139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURE AND PRODUCTION
OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see also Unofficial Transcript of Board of County
Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item number 38 disclosed as bates CC 1405 to CC
1418; Certified copy of documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting,
April 19, 2022, item number 59, disclosed as bates CC 1419 to CC 1427; Certified copy of

documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, May 3, 2022 item number
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65 including video, disclosed as bates CC 1428 to CC 1437; Certified copy of documentation
regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, June 21, 2022 item number 76, disclosed
as bates CC 1438 to CC 1446 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S FIRST
SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP
26(a)(1); see also Certified copy of minutes for Board of County Commissioners Meeting,
05.03.2022 item number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941 to CC 4029, in Clark County’s
Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and Production of Documents Pursuant to FRCP
26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant reserves the right to supplement its response to
the instant request as additional information becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 68:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO ANY and ALL
statistics collected by DEFENDANT or ANY law enforcement agency RELATED TO Clark
County Code § 16.13.030.

RESPONSE REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 68:

Objection. The instant request is overly broad and unduly burdensome particularly as
it pertains to “ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO ANY and
ALL statistics” without the provisions of meaningful time restrictions, search parameters or
user accounts. Even if the subject Request were not overly broad, the Request is further
objectionable because it impermissibly seeks to ascertain legislators’ subjective motives or
opinions and their communications with staff protected under the deliberative process and
legislative privileges in First Amendment challenges such is the instant case. See, e.g., City of|
Las Vegas v. Foley, 747 F.2d 1294, 1298 (9th Cir. 1984). The instant Request is not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, and not proportional to the needs
of this case. In facial challenges such as the one at issue in this case, the Court may “only look
to [the ordinance’s] terms, to the intent expressed by [the legislative body] who voted its
passage, and to the existence or nonexistence of legitimate explanations for its apparent

effect.” Nixon v. Adm'r of Gen. Servs., 433 U.S. 425, 484, 97 S. Ct. 2777, 2811, 53 L. Ed. 2d
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867 (1977) (emphasis added); see also SeaRiver Mar. Fin. Holdings, Inc. v. Mineta, 309 F.3d
662, 669 (9th Cir. 2002). The Court must take a legislative body’s findings at face value and
may not “look beyond the face of the [ordinance] and speculate about the [legislative body’s]
subjective intent” based on post-hac or non-public communications of staff. See, e.g., Clift v.
City of Burlington, Vt., 925 F. Supp. 2d 614, 637 (D. Vt. 2013); McGuire v. Reilly, 260 F.3d
36, 47 (1st Cir. 2001). Defendant further objects that it is a separate and distinct legal entity
from Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department and is not responsible for the enforcement
of laws in Clark County and is not the custodian of records for statistics or data related to Clark
County Code § 16.13.030. Defendant further objects to the extent that the subject Request
requires the creation of documents by Defendant from data that is equally available to both
parties.

Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant Clark

County answers as follows:

To the extent it is responsive see 66203 NOC Code for CCC 16.13.030, disclosed
as CC 3911 to CC 3912, and Justice Court Case Search for 66203 NOC Code (Redacted
as to Private Personal Information of Non-Parties), disclosed as CC 3913 to CC 3930, in
Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and Production of Documents
Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant reserves the right to supplement its response to
the instant request as additional information becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 69:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO ANY and ALL
statistics collected by DEFENDANT or ANY law enforcement agency RELATED TO Clark
County Code § 16.11.

/17
/17
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 69:

Objection. The instant request is overly broad and unduly burdensome particularly as
it pertains to “ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO ANY and
ALL statistics” without the provisions of meaningful time restrictions, search parameters or
user accounts. Even if the subject Request were not overly broad, the Request is further
objectionable because it impermissibly seeks to ascertain legislators’ subjective motives or
opinions and their communications with staff protected under the deliberative process and
legislative privileges in First Amendment challenges such is the instant case. See, e.g., City of]
Las Vegas v. Foley, 747 F.2d 1294, 1298 (9th Cir. 1984). The instant Request is not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, and not proportional to the needs
of this case. In facial challenges such as the one at issue in this case, the Court may “only look
to [the ordinance’s] terms, to the intent expressed by [the legislative body] who voted its
passage, and to the existence or nonexistence of legitimate explanations for its apparent
effect.” Nixon v. Adm'r of Gen. Servs., 433 U.S. 425, 484, 97 S. Ct. 2777, 2811, 53 L. Ed. 2d
867 (1977) (emphasis added); see also SeaRiver Mar. Fin. Holdings, Inc. v. Mineta, 309 F.3d
662, 669 (9th Cir. 2002). The Court must take a legislative body’s findings at face value and
may not “look beyond the face of the [ordinance] and speculate about the [legislative body’s]
subjective intent” based on post-hac or non-public communications of staff. See, e.g., Clift v.
City of Burlington, Vt., 925 F. Supp. 2d 614, 637 (D. Vt. 2013); McGuire v. Reilly, 260 F.3d
36, 47 (1st Cir. 2001). Defendant further objects that it is a separate and distinct legal entity
from Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department and is not responsible for the enforcement
of laws in Clark County and is not the custodian of records for statistics or data related to Clark
County Code § 16.11. Defendant further objects to the extent that the subject Request requires
the creation of documents by Defendant from data that is equally available to both parties.

Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant Clark
County answers as follows:
It is upon information and belief that Defendant is not in possession of any documents

responsive to this request.
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Discovery is ongoing and Defendant reserves the right to supplement its response to
the instant request as additional information becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 70:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS that define “disorderly offenses” in
the RESORT CORRIDOR, as used in Clark County Code § 16.13.010.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 70:

Objection. The instant request is overly broad and unduly burdensome particularly as
it pertains to “ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS” without the provisions of
meaningful time restrictions, search parameters or user accounts. Even if the subject Request
were not overly broad, the Request is further objectionable because it impermissibly seeks to
ascertain legislators’ subjective motives or opinions and their communications with staff
protected under the deliberative process and legislative privileges in First Amendment
challenges such is the instant case. See, e.g., City of Las Vegas v. Foley, 747 F.2d 1294, 1298
(9th Cir. 1984). The instant Request is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence, and not proportional to the needs of this case. In facial challenges such
as the one at issue in this case, the Court may “only look to [the ordinance’s] terms, to the
intent expressed by [the legislative body] who voted its passage, and to the existence or
nonexistence of legitimate explanations for its apparent effect.” Nixon v. Adm'r of Gen. Servs.,
433 U.S. 425, 484,97 S. Ct. 2777, 2811, 53 L. Ed. 2d 867 (1977) (emphasis added); see also
SeaRiver Mar. Fin. Holdings, Inc. v. Mineta, 309 F.3d 662, 669 (9th Cir. 2002). The Court
must take a legislative body’s findings at face value and may not “look beyond the face of the
[ordinance] and speculate about the [legislative body’s] subjective intent” based on post-hac
or non-public communications of staff. See, e.g., Clift v. City of Burlington, Vt., 925 F. Supp.
2d 614, 637 (D. Vt. 2013); McGuire v. Reilly, 260 F.3d 36, 47 (1st Cir. 2001). Defendant
further objects that the instant Request calls for a legal conclusion and for Clark County to
provide supporting documentation regarding the definition or plain meaning of common

words.
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Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant Clark
County answers as follows:

To the extent it is responsive, see the legislative history and the associated public
comment provided in Certified copy of documentation regarding Board of County
Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item number 38 with audio and video, disclosed as
bates CC 071 to CC 126; Letter dated December 4, 2023, from Nevada Resort Association to
the Board of County Commissioners, disclosed as bates CC 127 to CC 131; Report titled:
Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges, disclosed as bates CC 132 to CC
139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURE AND PRODUCTION
OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see also Certified copy of documentation regarding
Board of County Commissioners Meeting, May 3, 2022 item number 65 including video,
disclosed as bates CC 1428 to CC 1437; Certified copy of documentation regarding Board of
County Commissioners Meeting, June 21, 2022 item number 76, disclosed as bates CC 1438
to CC 1446 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL
DISCLOSURE AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); dictionaries
as may be appropriate; see also Certified copy of minutes for Board of County
Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941 to CC
4029, in Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and Production of Documents
Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant reserves the right to supplement its response to
the instant request as additional information becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 71:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO service calls for
“disorderly offenses” in the RESORT CORRIDOR, as used in Clark County Code §
16.13.010.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 71:

Objection. The instant request is overly broad and unduly burdensome particularly as

it pertains to “ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO service calls
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for “disorderly offenses” in the RESORT CORRIDOR” without the provisions of meaningful
time restrictions, search parameters or user accounts. Even if the subject Request were not
overly broad, the Request is further objectionable because it impermissibly seeks to ascertain
legislators’ subjective motives or opinions and their communications with staff protected
under the deliberative process and legislative privileges in First Amendment challenges such
is the instant case. See, e.g., City of Las Vegas v. Foley, 747 F.2d 1294, 1298 (9th Cir. 1984).
The instant Request is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence, and not proportional to the needs of this case. In facial challenges such as the one at
issue in this case, the Court may “only look to [the ordinance’s] terms, to the intent expressed
by [the legislative body] who voted its passage, and to the existence or nonexistence of
legitimate explanations for its apparent effect.” Nixon v. Adm'r of Gen. Servs., 433 U.S. 425,
484,97 S. Ct. 2777,2811, 53 L. Ed. 2d 867 (1977) (emphasis added); see also SeaRiver Mar.
Fin. Holdings, Inc. v. Mineta, 309 F.3d 662, 669 (9th Cir. 2002). The Court must take a
legislative body’s findings at face value and may not “look beyond the face of the [ordinance]
and speculate about the [legislative body’s] subjective intent” based on post-hac or non-public
communications of staff. See, e.g., Clift v. City of Burlington, Vt., 925 F. Supp. 2d 614, 637
(D. Vt. 2013); McGuire v. Reilly, 260 F.3d 36, 47 (1st Cir. 2001). Defendant further objects
that it is a separate and distinct legal entity from Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department
and is not responsible for the enforcement of laws in Clark County and is not the custodian of
records for statistics or data related to the same. Accordingly, the data sought by the instant
Request is equally available to both parties. Defendant further objects to the extent the instant
Request is premature, expert reports will be disclosed according to the Discovery Plan and
Scheduling Order in this case.

Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant Clark
County answers as follows:

To the extent it is responsive, see Certified copy of documentation regarding Board of
County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item number 38 with audio and video,

disclosed as bates CC 071 to CC 126; Letter dated December 4, 2023, from Nevada Resort
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Association to the Board of County Commissioners, disclosed as bates CC 127 to CC 131;
Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges, disclosed as bates CC
132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURE AND
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see also Certified copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, May 3, 2022 item number
65 including video, disclosed as bates CC 1428 to CC 1437 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE AND PRODUCTION OF
DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); dictionaries as may be appropriate; see also Certified
copy of minutes for Board of County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item number
65, disclosed as bates CC 3941 to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental
Disclosure and Production of Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1); 66203 NOC Code
for CCC 16.13.030, disclosed as CC 3911 to CC 3912, and Justice Court Case Search for
66203 NOC Code (Redacted as to Private Personal Information of Non-Parties),
disclosed as CC 3913 to CC 3930, in Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental Disclosure
and Production of Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant reserves the right to supplement its response to
the instant request as additional information becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 72:

ALL DOCUMENTS RELATED TO the total linear feet of public sidewalks available
to pedestrians in the RESORT CORRIDOR.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 72:

Objection. The instant Request seeks information that is a matter of public record
equally available to both parties. Without waiving the foregoing objection and subject to the
same, Defendant responds as follows:

To the extent it is responsive, see Certified copy of documentation regarding Board of
County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item number 38 with audio and video,
disclosed as bates CC 071 to CC 126; Letter dated December 4, 2023, from Nevada Resort

Association to the Board of County Commissioners, disclosed as bates CC 127 to CC 131;
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Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges, disclosed as bates CC
132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURE AND
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see also Lisa Logsdon’s e-mails
with attachment regarding Chapter 16.13, disclosed as bates CC 146 to CC 252; 1994 Highway
Capacity Manual Special Report 209, disclosed as bates CC 253 to CC 823; 1994 LV
Boulevard S Pedestrian Walkway Study, disclosed as CC 824 to CC 973; 2012 Pedestrian
Study Las Vegas Boulevard, disclosed as bates CC 974 to CC 1163; 2015.12.15 Las Vegas
Boulevard Board Presentation, disclosed as bates CC 1164 to CC 1206, 2015 Pedestrian Study
Las Vegas Boulevard Update, disclosed as bates CC 1207 to CC 1383; 2023 Pedestrian Bridge
Maps, disclosed as CC 1385 to CC 1389 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S FIRST
SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP
26(a)(1); see also Pedestrian Bridge and Sidewalk Exhibits provided by Clark County
GIS, disclosed as CC 2497 to CC 2515, Pedestrian Bridge Plans for Flamingo provided
by Clark County GIS, disclosed as CC 2516 to CC 2657, Pedestrian Bridge Plans for
Harmon provided by Clark County GIS, disclosed as CC 2658 to CC 2935, Pedestrian
Bridge Plans for Park provided by Clark County GIS, disclosed as CC 2936 to CC 3086,
Pedestrian Bridge Plans for Spring Mountain provided by Clark County GIS, disclosed
as CC 3087 to 3281, and Pedestrian Bridge Plans for Tropicana provided by Clark
County GIS, disclosed as CC 3282 to CC 3910, disclosed in Clark County’s Third

Supplemental Disclosure and Production of Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant reserves the right to supplement its response to

the instant request as additional information becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 73:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO data collected by
DEFENDANT or ANY law enforcement agency on PEDESTRIAN BRIDGES, including but

not limited to citations, criminal complaints, arrest reports, and arrest declarations.
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RESPONSE REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 73:

Objection. The instant request is overly broad and unduly burdensome particularly as
it pertains to “ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO data” without
the provisions of meaningful time restrictions or search parameters. Even if the subject
Request were not overly broad, the Request is further objectionable because it impermissibly
seeks to ascertain legislators’ subjective motives or opinions and their communications with
staff protected under the deliberative process and legislative privileges in First Amendment
challenges such is the instant case. See, e.g., City of Las Vegas v. Foley, 747 F.2d 1294, 1298
(9th Cir. 1984). The instant Request is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence, and not proportional to the needs of this case. In facial challenges such
as the one at issue in this case, the Court may “only look to [the ordinance’s] terms, to the
intent expressed by [the legislative body] who voted its passage, and to the existence or
nonexistence of legitimate explanations for its apparent effect.” Nixon v. Adm'r of Gen. Servs.,
433 U.S. 425, 484,97 S. Ct. 2777, 2811, 53 L. Ed. 2d 867 (1977) (emphasis added); see also
SeaRiver Mar. Fin. Holdings, Inc. v. Mineta, 309 F.3d 662, 669 (9th Cir. 2002). The Court
must take a legislative body’s findings at face value and may not “look beyond the face of the
[ordinance] and speculate about the [legislative body’s] subjective intent” based on post-hac
or non-public communications of staff. See, e.g., Clift v. City of Burlington, Vt., 925 F. Supp.
2d 614, 637 (D. Vt. 2013); McGuire v. Reilly, 260 F.3d 36, 47 (1st Cir. 2001). Defendant
further objects that it is a separate and distinct legal entity from Las Vegas Metropolitan Police
Department and is not responsible for the enforcement of laws in Clark County and is not the
custodian of records for citations, arrest reports, and arrest declarations.

Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant Clark
County answers as follows:

See Letter dated December 4, 2023, from Nevada Resort Association to the Board of
County Commissioners, disclosed as bates CC 127 to CC 131 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges,
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disclosed as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL
DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended
Title 16 of the Clark County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed
as CC 140 to CC 145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item
number 38 with audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); 1994 Las Vegas Boulevard South Pedestrian Walkway Study, disclosed in
Defendant Clark County’s First Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC 824-CC 973; 2012
Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue,
disclosed in Clark County’s First Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC 974-CC 1163; 2015
Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara
Avenue Presentation Materials, disclosed as bates CC 1164-CC 1206; and 2015 Update to
Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue,
disclosed as bates CC 1207-CC 1382; Certified copy of documentation regarding Board of
County Commissioners Meeting, May 3, 2022 item number 65 including video, disclosed as
bates CC 1428 to CC 1437 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL
DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see also
Certified copy of minutes for Board of County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item
number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941 to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth
Supplemental Disclosure and Production of Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1);
66203 NOC Code for CCC 16.13.030, disclosed as CC 3911 to CC 3912, and Justice Court
Case Search for 66203 NOC Code (Redacted as to Private Personal Information of Non-
Parties), disclosed as CC 3913 to CC 3930, in Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental
Disclosure and Production of Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant reserves the right to supplement its response to

the instant request as additional information becomes available in the course of discovery.
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 74:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO all “purpose[s]” of
the PEDESTRIAN BRIDGES as referenced in Clark County Code § 16.13.010, to the extent
the DOCUMENTS are not provided in the response to REQUEST NO. 27.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 74:

See Defendant’s Objections and Response to Request No. 27
Discovery is ongoing and Defendant reserves the right to supplement its response to
the instant request as additional information becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 75:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO the “parameters”
initially intended for the PEDESTRIAN BRIDGES as referenced in Clark County Code §
16.13.010, to the extent the DOCUMENTS are not provided in the response to REQUEST
NOS. 28-29.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 75:

See Defendant’s Objections and Response to Request No. 28-29.
Discovery is ongoing and Defendant reserves the right to supplement its response to
the instant request as additional information becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 76:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO the “pedestrian
bridge design,” as referenced in Clark County Code § 16.13.010, to the extent the
DOCUMENTS are not provided in the response to REQUEST NO. 28.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 76:

See Defendant’s Objections and Response to Request No. 28.
Discovery is ongoing and Defendant reserves the right to supplement its response to
the instant request as additional information becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 77:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO First Amendment

activities, including but not limited to solicitation, panhandling, protesting, expressive
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conduct, musical performances, street performing, busking, tabling, amplified sound,
handbilling, picketing, proselytizing, or preaching on the PEDESTRIAN BRIDGES.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 77:

Objection. The instant request is facially overbroad. Requests for any and all documents
and communications without reasonable time and scope parameters are facially overbroad.
See, e.g., LLC v. Spain, No. 3:19-cv-02280-CAB-KSC, 2020 WL 6741675, at * 3 (S.D. Cal.
Nov. 17, 2020) (“As a rule, requests for ‘any and all’ documents or communications (or
testimony about those materials) are facially overbroad.”); Painters Joint Comm. v. Emp.
Painters Trust Health & Welfare Fund, No. 2:10-cv-01385-JCM-PAL, 2011 WL 4549232, at
*2 (D. Nev. Sept. 29, 2011); Guillen v. B.J.C.R. LLC, 341 F.R.D. 61, 71 (D. Nev. 2022). Even
if the subject Request were not overly broad, the Request is further objectionable because it
impermissibly seeks to ascertain legislators’ subjective motives or opinions and their
communications with staff protected under the deliberative process and legislative privileges
in First Amendment challenges such is the instant case. See, e.g., City of Las Vegas v. Foley,
747 F.2d 1294, 1298 (9th Cir. 1984). The instant Request is not reasonably calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence, and not proportional to the needs of this case. In facial
challenges such as the one at issue in this case, the Court may “only look to [the ordinance’s]
terms, to the intent expressed by [the legislative body] who voted its passage, and to the
existence or nonexistence of legitimate explanations for its apparent effect.” Nixon v. Adm'r
of Gen. Servs., 433 U.S. 425, 484, 97 S. Ct. 2777, 2811, 53 L. Ed. 2d 867 (1977) (emphasis
added); see also SeaRiver Mar. Fin. Holdings, Inc. v. Mineta, 309 F.3d 662, 669 (9th Cir.
2002). The Court must take a legislative body’s findings at face value and may not “look
beyond the face of the [ordinance] and speculate about the [legislative body’s] subjective
intent” based on post-hac or non-public communications of staff. See, e.g., Clift v. City of]
Burlington, Vt., 925 F. Supp. 2d 614, 637 (D. Vt. 2013); McGuire v. Reilly, 260 F.3d 36, 47
(1st Cir. 2001).

Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant Clark

County answers as follows:
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See Letter dated December 4, 2023, from Nevada Resort Association to the Board of
County Commissioners, disclosed as bates CC 127 to CC 131 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges,
disclosed as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL
DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended
Title 16 of the Clark County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed
as CC 140 to CC 145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item
number 38 with audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); 1994 Las Vegas Boulevard South Pedestrian Walkway Study, disclosed in
Defendant Clark County’s First Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC 824-CC 973; 2012
Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue,
disclosed in Clark County’s First Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC 974-CC 1163; 2015
Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara
Avenue Presentation Materials, disclosed as bates CC 1164-CC 1206; and 2015 Update to
Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue,
disclosed as bates CC 1207-CC 1382; Certified copy of documentation regarding Board of
County Commissioners Meeting, May 3, 2022 item number 65 including video, disclosed as
bates CC 1428 to CC 1437 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL
DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see also
Certified copy of minutes for Board of County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item
number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941 to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth
Supplemental Disclosure and Production of Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant reserves the right to supplement its response to

the instant request as additional information becomes available in the course of discovery.
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 78:

ALL DOCUMENTS and COMMUNICATIONS RELATED TO First Amendment
activities, including but not limited to solicitation, panhandling, protesting, expressive
conduct, musical performances, street performing, busking, tabling, amplified sound,
handbilling, picketing, proselytizing, or preaching in the RESORT CORRIDOR.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 78:

Objection. The instant request is facially overbroad. Requests for any and all documents
and communications without reasonable time and scope parameters are facially overbroad.
See, e.g., LLC v. Spain, No. 3:19-cv-02280-CAB-KSC, 2020 WL 6741675, at * 3 (S.D. Cal.
Nov. 17, 2020) (“As a rule, requests for ‘any and all’ documents or communications (or
testimony about those materials) are facially overbroad.”); Painters Joint Comm. v. Emp.
Painters Trust Health & Welfare Fund, No. 2:10-cv-01385-JCM-PAL, 2011 WL 4549232, at
*2 (D. Nev. Sept. 29, 2011); Guillen v. BJ.C.R. LLC, 341 F.R.D. 61, 71 (D. Nev. 2022). Even
if the subject Request were not overly broad, the Request is further objectionable because it
impermissibly seeks to ascertain legislators’ subjective motives or opinions and their
communications with staff protected under the deliberative process and legislative privileges
in First Amendment challenges such is the instant case. See, e.g., City of Las Vegas v. Foley,
747 F.2d 1294, 1298 (9th Cir. 1984). The instant Request is not reasonably calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence, and not proportional to the needs of this case. In facial
challenges such as the one at issue in this case, the Court may “only look to [the ordinance’s]
terms, to the intent expressed by [the legislative body] who voted its passage, and to the
existence or nonexistence of legitimate explanations for its apparent effect.” Nixon v. Adm'r
of Gen. Servs., 433 U.S. 425, 484, 97 S. Ct. 2777, 2811, 53 L. Ed. 2d 867 (1977) (emphasis
added); see also SeaRiver Mar. Fin. Holdings, Inc. v. Mineta, 309 F.3d 662, 669 (9th Cir.
2002). The Court must take a legislative body’s findings at face value and may not “look
beyond the face of the [ordinance] and speculate about the [legislative body’s] subjective

intent” based on post-hac or non-public communications of staff. See, e.g., Clift v. City of]
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Burlington, Vt., 925 F. Supp. 2d 614, 637 (D. Vt. 2013); McGuire v. Reilly, 260 F.3d 36, 47
(1st Cir. 2001).

Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same, Defendant Clark
County answers as follows:

See Letter dated December 4, 2023, from Nevada Resort Association to the Board of
County Commissioners, disclosed as bates CC 127 to CC 131 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges,
disclosed as bates CC 132 to CC 139 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL
DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Amended
Title 16 of the Clark County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed
as CC 140 to CC 145 in in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); Certified Copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item
number 38 with audio and video, disclosed as CC 071 to CC 126 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER
FRCP 26(a)(1); 1994 Las Vegas Boulevard South Pedestrian Walkway Study, disclosed in
Defendant Clark County’s First Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC 824-CC 973; 2012
Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue,
disclosed in Clark County’s First Supplemental Disclosures as bates CC 974-CC 1163; 2015
Update to Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara
Avenue Presentation Materials, disclosed as bates CC 1164-CC 1206; and 2015 Update to
Clark County Pedestrian Study: Las Vegas Boulevard, Russell Road to Sahara Avenue,
disclosed as bates CC 1207-CC 1382; Certified copy of documentation regarding Board of
County Commissioners Meeting, May 3, 2022 item number 65 including video, disclosed as
bates CC 1428 to CC 1437 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL
DISCLOSURES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see also

Certified copy of minutes for Board of County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item
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number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941 to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth
Supplemental Disclosure and Production of Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).
Discovery is ongoing and Defendant reserves the right to supplement its response to the instant

request as additional information becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 79:

ALL DOCUMENTS RELATED TO the legislative history of Clark County Code §
16.13.030.
RESPONSE REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 79:

Objection. The instant interrogatory is vague and ambiguous as it pertains to the term
“legislative history.” Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject to the same,
Defendant responds as follows:

See Certified copy of documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners
Meeting, November 21, 2023, item number 68 with audio and video; Certified copy of
documentation regarding Board of County Commissioners Meeting, December 5, 2023, item
number 36 with audio and video; Certified copy of documentation regarding Board of County
Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item number 38 with audio and video; Report titled:
Questions Related to Public Safety on Pedestrian Bridges; Amended Title 16 of the Clark
County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed as bates CC 001 to
CC 145 in Defendant Clark County’s Initial Disclosure and Production of Documents Per
FRCP 26(a)(1); see also Unofficial Transcript of Board of County Commissioners Meeting,
January 2, 2024, item number 38, disclosed as CC 1405 to CC 1418 in DEFENDANT CLARK
COUNTY’S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL DISCLOSURE AND PRODUCTION OF
DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see also Certified copy of minutes for Board of
County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item number 65, disclosed as bates CC 3941
to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and Production of
Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to supplement the

instant Request as additional information becomes available in the course of discovery.
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 80:

DOCUMENTS upon which DEFENDANT intends to rely to support ANY denials in
ANY responses to PLAINTIFFS’ allegations and/or affirmative defenses asserted against
DEFENDANT in this action.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 80:

Objection. The instant Request calls for a legal conclusion and impermissibly seeks
disclosure of Defendant’s legal strategy. Without waiving the foregoing objections and subject
to the same, Defendant responds as follows:

See DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURE AND
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1) AND ALL SUPPLEMENTS
THERETO.

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to supplement the
instant Request as additional information becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 81:

The Curriculum Vitae or resume for the following individuals:
* Clint Spencer, Clark County Department of Public Works, Road Division
* Dustin Crowther, County Surveyor
» William H. Sousa.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 81:

Objection. The instant Request is premature. Defendant Clark County will disclose
experts in this matter, if any, in accordance with the deadlines provided in the Discovery Plan
and Scheduling Order in this matter. Defendant further objects to the extent that the instant
Request is unduly burdensome and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence. Facial challenges do not involve attacking the qualifications of County
staff to rehash the policy debate underlying legislation in the courts and, accordingly, the
documents Plaintiffs seek in the instant Request are not relevant to the instant litigation.

Defendant further objects to the extent the instant Request calls for the creation of documents
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not in existence and/or not in the possession of Clark County. Without waiving the foregoing
objections and subject to the same, Defendant responds as follows:

Defendant Clark County will disclose the curriculum vitae or resume for its designated
experts in accordance with the deadlines provided in the Discovery Plan and Scheduling Order
in this matter.

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to supplement the
instant Response as additional information becomes available in the course of discovery.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 82:

ALL DOCUMENTS containing the thoughts, impressions, opinions, speculations,
observations, or ANY statements held or made by the following individuals RELATED to the
PEDESTRIAN BRIDGES, including but not limited to ANY COMMUNICATIONS, final
reports, draft reports, requests for information, or memoranda:

* Clint Spencer, Clark County Department of Public Works, Road Division
* Dustin Crowther, County Surveyor

* William H. Sousa.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 82:

Objection. The instant Request is vague as to time and ambiguous, particularly as it
pertains to the terms: “thoughts, impressions, opinions, speculations, observations.”
The instant Request is also unduly burdensome, overly broad particularly as it calls for the
disclosure for “ALL DOCUMENTS” without provisions of any meaningful time constraints,
parameters or personally identifying search terms. It is not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Requests for any and all documents without reasonable time
and scope parameters are facially overbroad. See, e.g., LLC v. Spain, No. 3:19-cv-02280-CAB-
KSC, 2020 WL 6741675, at * 3 (S.D. Cal. Nov. 17, 2020) (“As a rule, requests for ‘any and
all’ documents or communications (or testimony about those materials) are facially
overbroad.”); Painters Joint Comm. v. Emp. Painters Trust Health & Welfare Fund, No. 2:10-
cv-01385-JCM-PAL, 2011 WL 4549232, at *2 (D. Nev. Sept. 29, 2011); Guillen v. B.J.C.R.
LLC, 341 F.R.D. 61, 71 (D. Nev. 2022). Defendant further objects to the extent the instant

S:\LIT\M-O\McAllister, Lisa\Discovery\Pltf to CC\2025.01.09 McAllister CC First Supplemental Response to RFP.docx\ab 97 Of 1 OO




C

Py

O 0 N N nm Bk~ WD =

N N N N N N N N N e e e e e e e e
O N O »n kA WD =D O NN A WD = O

s

se 2:24-cv-00334-JAD-NJK  Document 70-2  Filed 02/07/25 Page 98 of 100

request seeks documents protected from disclosure under deliberative process privilege.
United States Fish & Wildlife Serv. v. Sierra Club, Inc., 592 U.S. 261, 267-68, 141 S. Ct. 777,
785-86, 209 L. Ed. 2d 78 (2021); Soucie v. David, 448 F.2d 1067, 1077-78 (D.C.Cir.1971);
National Wildlife Federation v. U.S. Forest Service, 861 F.2d 1114, 1118-19 (9th Cir.1988).
The instant Request is also premature. All expert disclosures will be made in accordance with
Fed.R.Civ.P. 26(a)(2)(D). The instant request is further objectionable as Dr. William Sousa
was retained in anticipation of the subject litigation and to serve as Defendant Clark County’s
testifying expert witness in the same. All communications between Dr. Sousa and Defendant
Clark County or its counsel, not subject to one of the identified exceptions, are protected as
qualified attorney work product. See Fed.R.Civ.P. 26(b)(4)(C). Without waiving the foregoing
objections and subject to the same, Defendant responds as follows:

Defendant cannot reasonably respond to the instant request as worded. To the
extent it is responsive, See redacted e-mail communications between Clark County and Dr.
William Sousa and the associated privilege log, disclosed in Defendant’s First Supplemental
Disclosures as bates CC 146-CC 252; see also Certified copy of documentation regarding
Board of County Commissioners Meeting, January 2, 2024, item number 38 with audio and
video, disclosed as bates CC 071 to CC 126; Report titled: Questions Related to Public Safety
on Pedestrian Bridges, disclosed as bates CC 132 to CC 139; and Amended Title 16 of the
Clark County Code approved, January 2, 2024, to add Chapter 16.13, disclosed as bates CC
140 to CC 145 in DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S INITIAL DISCLOSURE AND
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS PER FRCP 26(a)(1); see also Certified copy of minutes
for Board of County Commissioners Meeting, 05.03.2022 item number 65, disclosed as
bates CC 3941 to CC 4029, in Clark County’s Fourth Supplemental Disclosure and
Production of Documents Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1); Pedestrian Bridge and Sidewalk
Exhibits provided by Clark County GIS, disclosed as CC 2497 to CC 2515, Pedestrian
Bridge Plans for Flamingo provided by Clark County GIS, disclosed as CC 2516 to CC
2657, Pedestrian Bridge Plans for Harmon provided by Clark County GIS, disclosed as
CC 2658 to CC 2935, Pedestrian Bridge Plans for Park provided by Clark County GIS,
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disclosed as CC 2936 to CC 3086, Pedestrian Bridge Plans for Spring Mountain provided
by Clark County GIS, disclosed as CC 3087 to 3281, and Pedestrian Bridge Plans for
Tropicana provided by Clark County GIS, disclosed as CC 3282 to CC 3910, disclosed
in Clark County’s Third Supplemental Disclosure and Production of Documents
Pursuant to FRCP 26(a)(1).

Discovery is ongoing and Defendant Clark County reserves the right to supplement the
instant response as additional information becomes available in the Course of discovery.

DATED this 9th day of January 2025.

STEVEN B. WOLFSON
DISTRICT ATTORNEY

By:_/s/Joel K. Browning
JOEL K. BROWNING
Deputy District Attorney
Bar No. 14489
500 South Grand Central Pkwy., Suite 5075
Las Vegas, Nevada 89155-2215
Attorneys for Defendant
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CERTIFICATE OF ELECTRONIC SERVICE

I hereby certify that I am an employee of the Office of the Clark County District
Attorney and that on this 9" day of December 2025, I served a true and correct copy of the
foregoing DEFENDANT CLARK COUNTY’S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSES
TO PLAINTIFF’S FIRST REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS (United
States District Court Pacer System or the Eighth Judicial District Wiznet), by e-mailing the
same to the following recipients. Service of the foregoing document by e-mail is in place of

service via the United States Postal Service.

Christopher M. Peterson

Tatiana R. Smith

AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES
UNION OF NEVADA

4362 W. Cheyenne Ave.

North Las Vegas, NV 89032
Attorney for Plaintiffs
Peterson@aclunv.org
tsmith@aclunv.org

Margaret A. McLetchie
Leo S. Wolpert
MCLETCHIE LAW
602 South Tenth Street

Las Vegas, NV 89101
efile@nvlitigation.com
maggie(@nvlitigation.com
leo(@nvlitigation.com

/s/Renee S. Albert
An Employee of the Clark County District
Attorney’s Office — Civil Division
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